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PERSPECTIVES ON BUDGET PROCESS RE-
FORM: S. 1495, FAIRNESS FOR CRIME VIC-
TIMS ACT OF 2015 

MONDAY, JUNE 8, 2015 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in the 

Martin G. McGuinn 67 Ceremonial Courtroom, Second Floor, 
Villanova University School of Law, 299 North Spring Mill Road, 
Villanova, Pennsylvania, Honorable Pat Toomey, presiding. 

Present: Senator Toomey. 
Staff Present: Adam Kamp, Chief Clerk; and Gregory Dean, Re-

publican Chief Counsel. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TOOMEY 

Senator TOOMEY. Good morning. I will call to order this hearing 
of the Budget Committee of the United States Senate. 

I want to, first of all, welcome everyone for being here, for joining 
us this morning. I want to thank our witnesses. I will provide an 
introduction and more formal acknowledgement and thanks in just 
a minute, but I really appreciate your being here and making this 
possible. And, a big thanks to our host, the Villanova Law School. 
I really, really appreciate their willingness to provide an out-
standing facility so that we can do this. 

Just for your information, I am a member of the Senate Budget 
Committee and the committee has rules that permit individual 
members to have field hearings across their respective states, but 
it is unusual to do it. It has to be approved by the leadership of 
the committee. And, this is the first field hearing that I have done 
since I have joined the Senate and joined the Budget Committee. 
But, I have chosen this topic because I feel very, very strongly 
about it. I think the problem that we are going to discuss this 
morning and the remedy that we have developed is really very, 
very important, and I hope that through the discussion this morn-
ing we will be able to shed some light on this and call some atten-
tion to the situation that we face. So, thank you for helping us to 
accomplish that. 

The fact is, every single year, victims of child abuse, sexual as-
sault, domestic violence, and other crimes do not receive the full 
services that they need. The fact is, abused children sometimes 
wait weeks before they can receive the full medical and emotional 
services that they need. There are rape victims who are not able 
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to obtain the medication that can prevent them from contracting 
HIV/AIDS. There are victims fleeing domestic abuse who are un-
able to find beds for themselves and their children. 

And, this does not have to happen this way. Every year, the fed-
eral government takes hundreds of millions of dollars, sometimes 
billions of dollars, that under federal law are required to go to the 
victims of crime and the government instead diverts those monies 
to other discretionary spending programs. And, none of this money 
comes from taxpayers in the first place. 

So, you are probably asking yourselves, how can this happen? 
Well, it happens through the Crime Victims Fund, and I am going 
to describe this. Back in 1984, Congress created the Crime Victims 
Fund based on a simple principle, and the principle is that money 
that the federal government collects from those convicted of crimes 
should be used to help those who are victims of crime. The Crime 
Victims Fund receives no taxpayer dollars at all. It is funded en-
tirely by criminal fines and penalties collected in federal courts. 

So, even though money deposited in the Crime Victims Fund is 
supposed to be used only to assist crime victims, for over a decade, 
Congress has withheld billions of dollars from victims and instead 
used that money to offset other discretionary spending programs. 

For instance, from fiscal years 2010 through 2014, the Crime Vic-
tims Fund collected $12 billion, but dispersed to victims only $3.6 
billion. Congress used the $8.4 billion difference as an offset for 
other discretionary spending. And, through a budget gimmick, a 
gimmick in the rules by which Congress accounts for its spending, 
Congress represents that this money, money that has already been 
spent, is still available to the Crime Victims Fund and, therefore, 
still theoretically available for victims. 

Well, this gimmick is troubling from a transparency point of 
view. It is just dishonest budgeting and it allows Congress to 
under-report the amount of money that is being spent. But even 
more troubling is the problem from the victims’ services standpoint. 
As I said, victims of child abuse, sexual assault, domestic violence, 
and other crimes are routinely unable to access the help that they 
need because the funds have not been dispersed as they should. 

So, we have made some progress in recent years. I was pleased 
to see, in response to pressure that many of us were putting on the 
appropriations process, the fiscal year 2015 budget, the Crime Vic-
tims Fund allocation was $2.3 billion, versus $745 million the pre-
vious year. So, we about tripled the allocation from the Crime Vic-
tims Fund. 

And, in addition, the budget resolution that we just passed a cou-
ple of months ago, at my insistence, it dramatically curtails this 
gimmick for the next fiscal year. So, in 2016, according to our 
budget resolution, the Crime Victims Fund will disperse about $2.5 
billion. Again, we are holding—actually increasing modestly from 
last year’s level, which is itself three times higher than previous 
years. 

So, what is the impact in Pennsylvania? In 2014, Pennsylvania 
crime victims services organizations received $17 million. Next 
year, that will be $70 million. So, it is a big increase. It is a good 
start. It is movement in the right direction. 
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But, it is only a start because these provisions that caused the 
increase in fiscal year 2015 and 2016, they are temporary. They ex-
pire when the funding expires. They expire at the end of those fis-
cal years. So, what we need is a permanent legislative fix that sim-
ply requires that we end this injustice and we start allocating the 
funds in the Crime Victims Fund each and every year as the law 
has always contemplated, but not delivered. 

So, to do this, I have introduced a bill. It is called the Fairness 
to Crime Victims Act of 2015. It is S. 1495. And, it would provide 
a permanent fix. The bill would ensure that, henceforth, money de-
posited into the fund goes to crime victims, not to other discre-
tionary spending or budget gimmicks. It would require specifically 
that each year, the Crime Victims Fund disperse the average of the 
past three years’ collections. So, it smooths out the amounts depos-
ited into the funds each year. That would be over $2.6 billion for 
2016. I have six cosponsors on my legislation, Senators Ayotte, 
Corker, Crapo, Gardner, Hatch, and Johnson. 

And today, I am grateful that we are joined by four advocates for 
victims of crime, advocates who can inform our committee of the 
needs of crime victims, the way that they serve crime victims, and 
including those victims listed as priority groups under the Crime 
Victims Fund, which are specifically the victims of sexual assault, 
victims of child abuse, and victims of domestic violence. 

So, my hope is, again, that we will shine a bright light on the 
true cost of this budgetary gimmickry that Congress has under-
taken and the true cost is the lost service to crime victims who 
need this service. If we are successful in shining that light, it is my 
hope that we will build support in the Senate Budget Committee. 
I expect that we will have an opportunity to pass this legislation 
in the committee as soon as the next several weeks, and then it 
will be a fight to get this on the Senate floor so that we can pass 
it into law and implement this. 

So, again, big thanks to our witnesses. I am going to introduce 
our—I will introduce each of the witnesses and then I will ask for 
your testimony, and then we will have time for some questions at 
the end. 

Let me start with Jack Whelan. Jack Whelan is the District At-
torney of Delaware County. Jack has been dedicated to criminal 
justice for decades. Back in the 1980s, when he was an Assistant 
District Attorney in Delaware County and a trial team leader, he 
led the respected law firm of Whelan, Doyle, and Pressman. He 
served two terms as Chairman of the Delaware County Council, 
where he made public safety a top priority. Since 2011, when he 
became the District Attorney for Delaware County, Jack has led on 
several issues, including founding the Delaware County Heroin 
Task Force to raise awareness about prescription drugs and heroin 
abuse. 

He has received many honors from victims’ rights groups and vic-
tim advocacy groups. I am very pleased that in April, the Delaware 
County Children’s Advocacy Center had its official opening, and I 
know that the Children’s Advocacy Center appreciates having a tal-
ented and dedicated ally in Jack Whelan. 

Next, we will hear from Abbie Newman. Abbie is the Executive 
Director and CEO of Mission Kids Child Advocacy Center of Mont-
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gomery County, and Abbie has been a tireless advocate for chil-
dren. She began her career as a registered nurse practicing pediat-
rics. But after graduating from law school, she in time became the 
founding Executive Director of the Mission Kids of Montgomery 
County and served as the group’s Executive Director and CEO to 
this day. Ms. Newman also served as President of the Pennsylvania 
Chapter of Child Advocacy Centers from 2012 to 2014, when she 
was elected as First Chair of the External Affairs Committee of the 
State Chapter, in which position she continues today. 

I want to thank Abbie very much and the other advocates at 
Child Advocacy Centers throughout Pennsylvania. I have had an 
opportunity to tour probably six or eight Child Advocacy Centers 
in Pennsylvania and I have been very, very impressed at how de-
voted these folks are to serving kids who are the victims of some 
of the most horrendous circumstances. They really do a wonderful 
job, and Abbie, I want to thank you for joining us today. 

Next, we will hear from Diane Moyer. Diane is the Legal Direc-
tor at the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Rape. Diane is a fighter 
and she has been fighting for victims of sexual assault for decades. 
She served for 18 years as the Legal Director of the Pennsylvania 
Coalition Against Rape, which is the oldest anti-sexual violence co-
alition in the nation. The Pennsylvania Coalition Against Rape 
oversees 50 Rape Crisis Centers in Pennsylvania. I had the oppor-
tunity to visit one of these, the Pittsburgh Action Against Rape 
Center, and saw firsthand the valuable work that they do. 

Diane is a board member of the National Crime Victims Law In-
stitute and the National Alliance to End Sexual Violence. She has 
worked on many pieces of legislation to achieve justice for victims 
of sexual assault, including legislation on HIV testing of sex offend-
ers, extending civil statute of limitations for child sexual abuse, de-
nial of bail for violent predators, and many others. Diane has also 
received awards from numerous organizations reflecting the great 
work that she has done over many years, and she has been invalu-
able in helping to craft the Fairness for Crime Victims Act. I appre-
ciate all of your help, Diane. 

And then, finally, Peg Dierkers. Peg Dierkers is the Executive 
Director of the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence. 
Peg is dedicated to providing the best, most innovative and com-
prehensive service possible for victims of abuse. She has been the 
Executive Director of the Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic 
Violence, which serves nearly 100,000 victims in Pennsylvania each 
year, and serves on the Victims Services Advisory Committee for 
the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency. 

Peg and her policy advisor, Abigail Hurst, have been very, very 
helpful in drafting the Fairness for Crime Victims Act and I look 
forward to continuing to work with you, Peg, to prevent and assist 
victims of domestic violence. 

So, with that, we will begin our testimony, and first, I would like 
to hear from District Attorney Jack Whelan. 

STATEMENT OF JACK WHELAN, DISTRICT ATTORNEY, 
DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. WHELAN. Thank you, Senator. I want to start by saying it 
is an honor for me to appear before you today, and I want to take 
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the opportunity to thank you for your leadership, not only today for 
the Fairness for Crime Victims Act, but your past leadership, for 
example, as you mentioned, in regard to our heroin epidemic here 
in Delaware County, for your bipartisan efforts on the National All 
Schedules Prescription Electronic Reporting Reauthorization Act, 
as well as what we will be talking about a little bit today, the sex-
ual abuse and how you were sponsoring the Protecting Students 
from Sexual and Violent Predators Act, all which will be very im-
portant in Delaware County. 

Unfortunately, we are here in Delaware County and it is unfortu-
nate to the extent that we probably are the third highest county 
in the State of Pennsylvania with our crime hitting 10,000 cases 
a year and 4,000 separate juvenile cases. So, we are, we believe, 
statistically speaking, we are third in the state. We have the larg-
est District Attorney’s Office after Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and 
then we are third in regard to personnel in our efforts to combat 
crime. 

We are very fortunate, though, that we have advocacy groups 
that we partner with. Those advocacy groups, some of them are 
here today. Joyce Dale is here with us from Women Against Rape, 
and the Family Support Line that is running our Child Advocacy 
Center, Pat Krasinski, and our Domestic Abuse Project. These are 
victim advocacy agencies, nonprofit groups that work on a daily 
basis. They work each and every day to support crime victims. We 
in the District Attorney’s Office are fortunate to be able to partner 
with them so that when we are prosecuting the case, we know that 
there is a victim advocate for each and every victim of a crime. 

To put it in, I guess, a form of a perspective, if you drove here 
today and you drove and you pulled into Villanova University in 
your vehicle, and when you leave these hearings today, if you went 
out and your car was stolen, that would affect you. It is going to 
seriously inconvenience you. You are a victim of a theft, an auto 
theft, and it is going to bother you. 

But one thing I am told by people that have their car stolen, al-
though it has not been a devastating crime or a devastating im-
pact, each one person that has had their car stolen will never for-
get the fact that they had their car stolen, and will never forget 
the fact that when they left Villanova at the Senate committee 
hearing, that they went out and their car was taken from them and 
the inconvenience that they suffered. 

Now, when you look at that with a simple theft crime and how 
you feel victimized, and now you compare that to an individual 
that has been sexually abused, or an individual that has been 
raped, an individual that has been beaten violently, these indi-
vidual victims will never, ever forget. Not only will they never for-
get what happened, but they will never be the same when that 
crime occurs to them. For the rest of their life, they will never, ever 
be the same. 

So, it is critical to have our victim advocacy groups. These are 
groups of individuals that operate 24-hour hotlines that the victim 
can call, even sometimes before the police are involved. It is impor-
tant, because not only do they encounter that victim, follow that 
victim through the criminal justice system, they provide services to 
that victim that no other entity can provide, for example, coun-
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seling, whether that counseling be support groups or psychological 
counseling. All of this is money that is very well spent. 

But, one of the complaints or concerns of all of these victims’ 
rights advocacy groups is the fact that we do not have enough re-
sources. We can always use more resources to help the victims here 
in Pennsylvania. They do an incredible job, and they make ends 
meet with what they have, but they need more resources. 

Recently, as you indicated, the Child Advocacy Center here in 
Delaware County was opened up and they are now still needing ad-
ditional resources to help these children. Unfortunately, what we 
have seen when the Child Advocacy Center opened up is an on-
slaught of individuals that now are being interviewed. We have a 
couple of trained forensic interviewers. One is here with us today. 
However, we need more interviewers. We need more people ready 
and willing to help to deal with these impacts of child abuse, be-
cause the children deserve more. They deserve to be taken care of, 
into the criminal justice system. 

Many times when we thrust these young victims into a very dif-
ficult scenario, a situation where they are being placed into a court-
room and we are directly examining them, and then they are cross- 
examined, then it becomes difficult. The Child Advocacy Center 
lessens the impact of these individuals. So, it is very important. 

We are also happy here in Delaware County that the Internet 
Crimes Against Children Unit is housed right in Delaware County, 
in our Criminal Investigation Division, and that is funded by the 
Department of Justice. And, for many, many years, under the lead-
ership of Congressman Meehan, we have been able to support that 
through federal funding and continue to go across the State of 
Pennsylvania, partner with affiliates to make sure that children 
are not being victimized additionally with Internet applications. 

So, when we look at different scenarios that occur, unfortunately, 
whether it is rape or it is child abuse or it is domestic violence, we 
are in the throes of all of this and it is important that we continue 
to be advocates of these victims, and it is important to make sure 
that the resources are available for all of our victims’ groups. 

And, I thank you for having this opportunity to address you. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Whelan follows:] 
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Senator TOOMEY. Thank you, D.A. Whelan. Thank you very 
much for your testimony. Your written testimony, I appreciate, as 
well, as I read that last night. That will be submitted for the record 
and I appreciate it. 

Next, Ms. Newman, thank you for joining us. Your written testi-
mony also will be submitted to the record, but I invite you now to 
give us your oral testimony. 

STATEMENT OF ABBIE NEWMAN, R.N., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, MISSION KIDS CHILD AD-
VOCACY CENTER OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PENNSYL-
VANIA 

Ms. NEWMAN. Good morning, Senator Toomey, and thank you. I 
do not think that my voice carries quite as far as Mr. Whelan’s, so 
I am going to have to move closer to the mic over here. Thank you 
for the opportunity to testify here today on how we can continue 
working to help heal and obtain justice for Pennsylvania children 
who have been victims of sexual predators. You are a great leader 
on the issue of preventing child abuse and helping survivors of 
child abuse have access to all of the services they need to heal. 

My Child Advocacy Center, Mission Kids, is an accredited mem-
ber of the National Children’s Alliance. We proudly support your 
Protecting Students from Sexual and Violent Predators Act, which 
seeks to help keep child predators out of our nation’s schools. The 
bill also bans ‘‘passing the trash,’’ that terrible practice where a 
school can knowingly help a predator get a job someplace else so 
they become another district or state’s problem. 

We also appreciate your cosponsorship of the Justice for Victims 
of Trafficking Act, which President Obama just signed into law. 
This law gives law enforcement additional tools to find traffickers 
and increases fines and penalties and reserves the money to fund 
services for trafficking victims, and we very much appreciate that 
the first $2 million collected will go to Child Advocacy Centers to 
help fight this, as well. 

And, we are very excited to work with you on the Fairness for 
Crime Victims Fund Act. I would like to speak for a moment on 
how the Crime Victims Fund could help Child Advocacy Centers, 
which in shorthand are known as CACs, across Pennsylvania and 
the country by explaining the purpose of CACs and the difference 
that CACs make. 

CACs are designed to help victims of child abuse through every 
step of the justice system and to obtain medical and emotional 
care. The need for CACs is best explained by one adult survivor of 
child sexual abuse. This person saw an ad that we created and the 
ad simply said, ‘‘Imagine living the worst day of your life over and 
over and over.’’ When this person saw the ad, he came to me and 
he said, ‘‘I saw that and what clicked in my mind is that it was 
actually two worst days, the day of the abuse followed by the day 
of the investigation.’’ 

Child sexual abuse is a crime of secrecy. Child abusers groom 
their victims and take months or years to make the child that in-
creasing touch is acceptable behavior. By the time the abuse takes 
place, the child may feel that they are to blame, and since 50 per-
cent of the time the abuser is a family member, and over 90 per-
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cent of the time it is someone in a close relationship to the family, 
who is going to believe if they tell anyway? 

The mission of the CAC is to achieve healing and justice for vic-
tims of child abuse. At a CAC, police, prosecutors, social workers, 
medical and mental health professionals, and child advocates work 
as a team to help that child at every step, from investigation 
through prosecution to receipt of specialized medical help and men-
tal health counseling. The goal is to limit additional trauma to the 
child and ensure that the child receives specialized needed services 
as quickly as possible. 

In communities without a CAC, if a child is brave enough to re-
port abuse, they are often required to retell and, thus, relive the 
abuse through multiple repetitive interviews with social workers, 
prosecutors, police, victims’ services, medical, mental health coun-
selors, and they do it in places like an emergency room or a police 
station. Think about it. When you are a kid, you go to the police 
station because you are a criminal or you are bad. 

The child does not understand that somebody there is trying to 
help them, and often, because the adults are not properly trained, 
they use techniques which are very much more like interrogations 
than something designed to actually get the child’s story from the 
child. And, too often, the child is not receiving the needed medical 
attention and mental health counseling, and the result is that the 
very professionals that are trying to help this child end up re-
traumatizing them over and over again. 

There is another danger to this typical approach of multiple 
interviews, and I am sure that Mr. Whelan and every other pros-
ecutor who has prosecuted a child abuse case has found it, which 
is that when you have slightly differing testimonies and slightly 
different statements, which happens whenever different people 
hear it—we all hear things differently—then you have different 
statements that a defense attorney can pick apart later on in a 
courtroom. 

If the case reaches trial, the child often does not have the 
strength to tell their story again, this time in a courtroom not dis-
similar to where we are sitting, with a judge in a big black robe, 
12 strangers, and the abuser staring at them, and then undergoing 
cross-examination by the defense attorney. The prosecution will 
often fall apart and the child and family are left in a much worse 
situation than before the abuse was even reported. 

CACs make the child the focal point. All of the professionals 
come to the child, as opposed to making the child travel to the sep-
arate agencies. The child’s experience starts when they are greeted 
by a professional, child-friendly staff at a center, which often re-
sembles a pediatrician’s office or after-school environment to make 
them feel comfortable. The child is then interviewed by a highly 
trained forensic interviewer. Forensic interviewers are responsible 
for obtaining a statement in a manner that is developmentally ap-
propriate, using open-ended and non-leading questions that will 
not taint the interview further. 

Members of the multi-disciplinary team, made up of police, social 
workers, and prosecutors, are able to observe the interview live, 
often on closed circuit TV in the next room, so that they can see 
the nuances of a live interview. They can see the child’s reaction. 
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They can see facial expressions. And then they get a chance to sit 
and talk with each other, because one of the best things about a 
CAC model are watching these professionals share information in 
that observation room, because prosecutors and police and social 
workers all come to this process from different backgrounds, and 
all of a sudden, things and statements that are black and white to 
them as individuals become gray as they talk to each other. All of 
the result is a better investigation for all of them and a better out-
come for the child. 

Victim advocacy services are begun as soon as the child arrives 
and a relationship of trust begins to build. While the child speaks 
to the forensic interviewer, the family members meet with a 
trained advocate. Many families are so overwhelmed by what they 
are going through that they do not even understand the need at 
the time for mental health services for themselves and their child, 
and the advocate will help them to understand that need and set 
them up with the very specialized services that they need. 

Children often react in different ways to child abuse. The reac-
tions can be severe, such as depression or suicide, or they could be 
very vague—bed wetting, becoming introverted, or promiscuity, a 
decline in grades, or an over-achiever. Or, they may not even—the 
symptoms may not manifest themselves until sometime later in life 
when some life event triggers what happened to them and their ex-
perience. 

Bluntly put, CACs need more funds. Every child victim des-
perately needs help, but due to funding shortfalls, that is not al-
ways possible. The prevalence of child abuse is staggering. At Mis-
sion Kids alone, which serves only Montgomery County, Pennsyl-
vania, we have done over 2,300 forensic interviews in five years. 
Between ten to 20 percent of all children will be victims of child 
sexual abuse before the age of 18. In Pennsylvania, 23 counties 
have a CAC, but 44 do not, often due to inability to fund a CAC. 
Nationwide, 1,000 counties have no access to CACs. Some counties 
are attempting to begin a center like Mission Kids or use services 
of CACs in nearby counties, and some still have no CAC services 
at all. 

Many of the nation’s CACs have one or two victim advocates for 
900 children. It is not uncommon to hear in Pennsylvania, as you 
noted, that there may be a wait time of three to six weeks for men-
tal health services or two to four weeks for non-emergency forensic 
interviews. 

Your Crime Victims Fund bill will make a huge difference to the 
abused children of Pennsylvania and across the country. Thank you 
for your help and caring about the most vulnerable victims in our 
society. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Newman follows:] 
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Senator TOOMEY. Ms. Newman, thank you very much for your 
testimony. 

Next, we will hear from Ms. Moyer. Again, your written testi-
mony will be included in the record and I welcome your oral testi-
mony. 

STATEMENT OF DIANE MOYER, LEGAL DIRECTOR, 
PENNSYLVANIA COALITION AGAINST RAPE 

Ms. MOYER. Thank you, Senator, and thank you for being a 
champion on not just VOCA, but so many other issues that other 
elected officials find it either too difficult to deal with or they are 
interested in other things. But, you have been a champion for those 
who cannot speak for themselves and I appreciate that and will 
never forget your devotion to this issue. 

I am Diane Moyer and I want to thank Chairman Enzi, Ranking 
Member Sanders, and you, Senator Toomey, for the opportunity to 
testify here today. The Senator talked about what sounds like a lot 
of work, and was, but after 18 years, if I did not have a lot of mar-
velous things to say about having helped victims, then I would not 
be doing my job. 

I want to thank you, Senator Toomey, for your unwavering com-
mitment to victims of sexual assault, and I do want to read this 
into the record. 

The Pennsylvania Coalition Against Rape is proud to support the 
Protecting Students from Sexual and Violent Predators Act, the bi-
partisan bill introduced by you and Senator Joe Manchin of West 
Virginia. The bill works to stop sexual predators from infiltrating 
our children’s classrooms by requiring schools that receive federal 
funds to conduct background checks on employees. When you say 
that sentence out loud, it just seems so absurd that we do not do 
that already, when we trust our children with these teachers every 
single day. The bill also forbids a school from allowing a child mo-
lester to resign quietly and then find a new teaching job elsewhere, 
and that has happened nationwide. 

We thank you for cosponsoring the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act. It is another issue that people are reluctant to talk 
about that happens all the time. And, I would like to acknowledge 
Villanova’s own Shea Rhodes, who is here, for her work on traf-
ficking, which is groundbreaking and necessary. The President re-
cently signed that into law. Human trafficking is a modern form 
of slavery. Vulnerable people, often women and children, but also 
men and boys, are forced into prostitution, often raped hundreds or 
thousands of times. We appreciate your leadership in ensuring that 
traffickers are punished and that additional funds are available for 
victims of trafficking. 

We are also happy to have the opportunity these past months to 
work with you in drafting the Fairness for Crime Victims Act, 
which will ensure a steady increased funding stream—sensible— 
from the Crime Victims Fund. While some of our elected officials 
voice support for victims of sexual assault, you have acted. While 
others join the occasional bill and then forget when they face any 
opposition, you have been unrelenting in fighting for victims of sex-
ual assault, continuing to fight on both the Protecting Students Act 
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and restoring fairness to the Crime Victims Fund, despite unbeliev-
able opposition and obstacles. 

I would like to talk about some of the unmet needs of PCAR and 
its member programs, and I would also like to acknowledge the 
presence of some of the directors of our premier programs, Barbara 
Clark and her policy person, Julie Dugery, who does policy work 
in addition to being one of the best advocates in the state. Mary 
Onama and Barbara Clark, these women have dedicated their lives 
to victims of sexual assault, and I wanted to give them recognition. 
Thank you for indulging me in that. 

PCAR and our network of programs have consistently been good 
fiscal stewards of funding. However, as the identification of new 
issues and institutions addressed grows with our knowledge of vic-
timization, the demands on services, education, and community 
awareness are stretched to the limit. We realize that outreach and 
messaging to different populations must occur in order to achieve 
our goal to eliminate sexual violence. 

As I have noted earlier, Senator Toomey has been a champion for 
victims of trafficking, who have an incredible continuum of needs 
that far exceeds most victims, including housing, addiction, alter-
natives to incarceration, trauma informed care, and accompani-
ment to medical and legal proceedings. We have always provided 
services to men, but appropriate outreach must ensure that these 
victims—that they will be treated with the dignity and care that 
they deserve. 

We have worked extensively with military victims, and our CEO, 
Delilah Rumburg, was a civilian co-chair of the Defense Task Force 
on Sexual Assault in the Military Services, and it is incredible 
what the military has been able to do in addressing the issue of 
sexual assault and as a leader for the rest of the nation. Ms. 
Rumburg was also on the Task Force on Child Protection in Penn-
sylvania as well as a member of the White House Advisory Council 
on Violence Against Women. 

Our leader has provided cutting-edge knowledge of sexual as-
sault to these issues and has brought to the Commonwealth an ur-
gency to treat the spectrum of victimization to programs in Penn-
sylvania and across the nation. Our programs have indicated just 
a few issues, the need for SANE Nurse programming, prevention 
education needed to reach boys and men—we know that it is dif-
ferent than the outreach that we have been doing for decades to 
women and girls and it is so important that every victim have ac-
cess to services—collaboration with CACs and multi-disciplinary 
teams, counseling services under PREA, cyber crimes, prevention 
education at universities, storage, analysis, and victim notification 
about the testing of rape kits, transportation costs in our rural pro-
grams—people do not realize just how rural Pennsylvania is, that 
it is just not Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, we have quite a few 
counties in between—and the hiring and retention of qualified ad-
vocates. 

We know that you do not get rich doing this work, and you have 
to do it with a certain amount of heart and passion, but we believe 
that some of this Crime Victims Fund money should go to establish 
and maintain qualified staff and prevent turnover, because we need 
consistency in the treatment of these victims. And, we hope we 
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can—I know you are not supposed to ask for money for salaries, 
but these people commit their lives to working with traumatized 
people every day, and I know they do at the CACs, as well. And, 
I know even though the District Attorneys may not admit it all the 
time, it is pretty intense for them, too. 

Finally, we have learned from providing services to victims that 
victims’ compensation must be allowed to cover HIV medication to 
prevent this deadly disease. This medication is costly and usually 
not something that victims have the ability to pay for up front. 
Also, victims are often charged later for ambulance services that 
they did not call for, and imagine the trauma when the bills arrive 
for that service weeks after the assault. I urge the coverage of 
these costly but critical services for victims who through no fault 
of their own face financial retraumatization. 

We applaud the leadership of our Senator, Pennsylvania’s Sen-
ator, in funding for crime victims and those brave advocates who 
provide services in our Commonwealth and across the country. I 
urge Congress to join Senator Toomey and his really marvelous 
staff in the swift and certain passage of this legislation. 

Thank you, sir. 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Moyer follows:] 
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Senator TOOMEY. Thanks very much, Ms. Moyer, for your testi-
mony. 

Dr. Dierkers, your written testimony, as well, will be included in 
the record, and I invite you to share your oral testimony with us. 

STATEMENT OF PEG J. DIERKERS, PH.D., EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR, PENNSYLVANIA COALITION AGAINST DOMESTIC VIO-
LENCE 

Ms. DIERKERS. Good morning. I also would like to thank the com-
mittee leadership and you for conducting this hearing and for invit-
ing me to represent the interests of our 60 Pennsylvania Domestic 
Violence Centers and the thousands of victims and children they 
serve every day. 

At this time, I would like to recognize the hard working and 
dedicated advocates who have joined us here today: Mary Kay 
Bernosky from Berks County Women in Crisis; Maria Macaluso, 
Women’s Center of Montgomery County; Linda Thomas and 
Lauren Bucksner from A Woman’s Place in Bucks County; Sally 
Casey, Schuylkill Women in Crisis; Beth Sturman, Laurel House, 
Montgomery County; Elise Scioscia, Director of Public Policy at 
Women Against Abuse in Philadelphia; and Kristen Wooley at 
Turning Point of Lehigh Valley. 

PCADV is an alliance of independent, private, nonprofit organi-
zations that provide services and advocacy on behalf of victims of 
domestic violence and their minor children. The coalition was es-
tablished in 1976 and is actually the oldest statewide domestic vio-
lence coalition in the nation. And since then, we have helped each 
state in the union establish their own state coalition, and now the 
six U.S. territories have State Domestic Violence Coalitions, as 
well. 

We have grown over our 40 years of service to a membership of 
60 centers that provide services to every single one of the 67 coun-
ties in Pennsylvania. Our member organizations are required to 
provide a range of holistic services, including emergency hotlines, 
shelters, counseling programs, safe home networks, legal and med-
ical advocacy, and transitional housing, not only for the direct vic-
tim of abuse, but also their children. During the last fiscal year, 
as you said, our centers helped more than 85,000 Pennsylvanians, 
including over 7,000 children. 

Unfortunately, 141 people lost their lives due to domestic vio-
lence homicide in 2014, 60 percent by the use of a gun, and we 
must do more to keep guns out of the hands of abusers. 

The Victims of Crime Act funds provide vital resources for both 
the victim and for the people trying to assist them, as you said, 
with no additional burden to taxpayers. In Pennsylvania, they are 
used for a wide range of critical services for victims of domestic vio-
lence, including crisis counseling, emergency legal advocacy, shelter 
and transitional housing, emergency financial assistance, and 
emergency hotline response. 

PCADV strongly urges the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime 
and Delinquency, who disburses these funds to our various counties 
to continue funding for these basic services that I just described 
while also considering emergency issues and unmet needs. 
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I want to amplify the emerging issues that Diane Moyer has 
mentioned, the first being the issue of human trafficking, both na-
tionally and at the state level. The General Assembly signed Act 
105 into law during this last legislative session, and there is a 
great need in Pennsylvania for us to create a model of service and 
to train law enforcement as well as victim service providers to be 
able to help these minor victims and adult victims of human traf-
ficking, and they have very unique needs that will require many 
more resources. 

Again, as Diane mentioned, we are more and more aware that 
serving male victims of crime, especially in cases of domestic vio-
lence and sexual assault, call for additional resources, both for 
staffing as well as to outreach men and help them overcome the so-
cial stigma and the barriers that they face. 

Regarding unmet needs, the Coalition and its 60 centers have 
been forced to live with less as a result of nearly a decade of 
flatlined funding by the state, as well as the loss of some federal 
funds, as well. As a result, we often cannot meet the growing re-
quests for services from our communities. Last year alone, our 60 
Domestic Violence Centers reported 6,152 unmet requests for shel-
ter due to the increased demand from increased public awareness 
about the issue of domestic violence and the inadequate resources 
to serve these victims. 

Every year, our national network participates in a one- day cen-
sus, the results of which have just been published for 2014, and 
they are staggering. In one day in Pennsylvania, our network of 60 
centers helped 2,498 victims of domestic violence, including 713 
children. Of these services provided in that one day, 80 percent of 
the victims received emergency shelter, 80 percent received legal 
advocacy. However, in that same day in Pennsylvania, there were 
252 unmet requests for services which could not be provided be-
cause programs, although they have the expertise, did not have the 
resources to meet the need. 

And, although our advocates do not always know what happens 
to victims who are turned away, and we do everything we can not 
to turn them away, our centers report that 60 percent of domestic 
violence victims for whom there are no services that day return to 
their abuser. Thirty-two percent become homeless, and eight per-
cent are forced to live in their cars in order to escape the abuse. 
These numbers provide the realistic answer to the too common and 
unfortunate question of, ‘‘Why doesn’t she just leave?’’ 

Releasing additional VOCA funds can do so much to ensure that 
there will be adequately funded services available to help each time 
the victim has the courage to seek help. 

When there is an unmet need in the community, PCADV rec-
ommends that VOCA funds be used first to expand existing capac-
ity before new organizations are developed. It is an efficient strat-
egy that will reduce overhead in communities while investing in 
agencies with a proven track record of success, many of whom are 
here with us today. 

We also hope that VOCA funds will support services that are 
broad and holistic, that ensure confidentiality and a sole allegiance 
to the victim. 
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We would also hope that VOCA funds can continue to be used 
to provide services regardless of whether a victim chooses to in-
volve the criminal justice system. For domestic violence victims, 
this is especially important, as most of the justice they receive ac-
tually comes through the civil system and not always through the 
criminal system. These preferences empower and protect victims 
while honoring them as experts as to the safest way to support 
them in a journey to become survivor. 

We do recognize, also, the national need for a designated Tribal 
funding stream, and although Pennsylvania is not home to Tribal 
nations, many indigenous people live in our Commonwealth. 
PCADV supports the funding for Tribes in light of our work to 
overcome oppression for all people. 

As I bring my testimony to a close, I would like to talk about one 
more service, one of the most requested services of domestic vio-
lence victims and one that we hope can be expanded with the ex-
panded resources of the Victims Crime Act. Whatever data point 
we look at, legal services is one of the most requested supports by 
survivors of domestic violence. The tactics of abuse create safety, 
economic, and child safety issues that can only be corrected with 
knowledgeable legal assistance and the help of the courts. And, 
again, as I said, often, it is the civil court system. 

Yet, we only have the resources in Pennsylvania to operate legal 
services in 15 counties, leaving victims and their children in 52 
counties without help. Our 15 civil legal representation sites helped 
more than 4,000 victims last year at a low cost of $317 per case. 
Impact and value like this is rarely seen in the human services sys-
tem. 

One of our Domestic Violence Centers that are here today, 
Women Against Abuse, was able to provide legal assistance to a 
survivor named Kendra in a custody case against her child’s father. 
Before Kendra came to Women Against Abuse, she already had a 
protection-only order against her abuser, Mike, for a long history 
of abuse. Mike started arguing during a visit with the child and 
Mike put Kendra in a chokehold and wrestled her to the ground 
with one arm while holding their three-month-old child. Kendra 
was eventually able to get up and run into the bedroom to call 911. 
The police arrived on the scene of assault and arrested Mike. 

Kendra was shortly thereafter connected with Women Against 
Abuse, where an attorney in the civil legal project was able to as-
sist in modifying her protection order to include no contact, and im-
portantly, to file an expedited custody order to also help the child 
escape abuse, and Kendra was granted immediate primary custody 
of her baby. Women Against Abuse continues to help Kendra, be-
cause custody cases are very long. This is not a legal need that can 
be performed typically with pro bono services. And, Kendra has re-
mained safe—Kendra and her child have remained safe from her 
abuser. 

So, we, too, urge Congress to pass your Fairness for Victims Act, 
S. 1495, and to disburse the Crime Victims Fund with the average 
of the past three years’ deposit. With that ample balance that you 
described in the Crime Victims Fund, now is the time to create a 
stable and sustainable funding formula and to release that addi-
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tional money for the purpose Congress intended and for which it 
has been collected. 

Again, I want to thank you for the championing of many issues, 
including this one, and your support of victims. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Dierkers follows:] 
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Senator TOOMEY. Thank you very much, Dr. Dierkers. 
I would like for my first question to ask Ms. Newman and D.A. 

Whelan both to give their perspective. It seems to me, and having 
toured a number of the CACs, there are multiple objectives that 
you are trying to accomplish when a child is brought in for an 
interview. You want to determine what type of treatment this child 
might need, what kind of harm has been sustained. There is the 
interest in trying to protect the child from future abuse of whatever 
kind. And, of course, there is the interest in prosecuting the perpe-
trator. These are very, very different objectives and different goals, 
and as I understand it, you would try to achieve progress on all of 
these in one place through one or a brief number of interviews. 

So, my question to Mr. Whelan, who comes at this from a pros-
ecutorial background, and Ms. Newman, who comes from a nursing 
background, very, very different backgrounds with a very different 
sort of focus, how does it work? How well does it work when you 
try to achieve these very different objectives in the same place at 
the same time? 

Mr. WHELAN. Well, certainly, from the prosecutor’s standpoint, 
we want to take dangerous criminals off the street. We want to 
take child abusers off of the street and prevent them from re-of-
fending to prevent the crime from occurring again. But, we also 
have to realize the compassion associated with these type of crimes, 
and the compassion is dealing with the victims of these type of 
crimes, whether they are children or adults. 

That is why we have been advocates of these centers. These 
Child Advocacy Centers are important, because they are important 
because they protect the child. As Ms. Newman alluded to during 
her comments, she had indicated—and this is what we are experi-
encing—if the child is a victim, that child then reports it typically 
to the parent or trusted adult who call the police. The police come 
in and then the child tells their story, exactly what occurred, to the 
police. Then they may go to the hospital, tell their story again. And 
then we have detectives interviewing the child again, and it goes 
on and on with the child being interviewed multiple times. 

The problem is, as was pointed out by Ms. Newman, every time 
the child deviates, even slightly deviates, from what they explained 
to the previous provider, then the defense attorney in the criminal 
case will try to make the child sound like they are lying through 
cross-examination. 

Senator TOOMEY. And, just to be clear, the deviation might be 
just remembering things one time that were forgotten a different 
times and that sort of deviation. 

Mr. WHELAN. Correct, or remembering more than they did be-
fore. 

Senator TOOMEY. Right. 
Mr. WHELAN. Now, all of the sudden, they remembered more, 

and all of the sudden they are being faulted for remembering more, 
or maybe the first interviewer did not conduct a thorough interview 
and now the defense attorney is going to twist—and they are doing 
their job under the Constitution, but they are going to twist the 
words of the child and they are going to try to convince the jury 
who sits up in these courtrooms that the child is not being sincere, 
and in those particular cases, our burden of proof is beyond a rea-
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sonable doubt, and in those type of cases, many times the jurors 
have doubt and those individuals are acquitted. Then they go back 
to re-offending, typically, and we are back to square one. 

Where Child Advocacy Centers bring a multi-disciplined ap-
proach and bring all together the disciplines of that children, they 
bring in the psychology, the CYS worker, the police officer, the de-
tective, the Assistant District Attorney. The child is interviewed. 
The interview is taped and then the taped interview is turned over 
to the defense attorney. And what we have found, statistically 
speaking, in those jurisdictions that have Child Advocacy Centers, 
our prosecutions are much more successful. 

Senator TOOMEY. So, I think that is a really, really important 
point. So, you are arguing that the existence of the Child Advocacy 
Center, the process that they follow, that actually leads to a higher 
likelihood of getting a successful prosecution of the perpetrator? 

Mr. WHELAN. Which is important, but equally important is that 
it protects the child— 

Senator TOOMEY. Right. 
Mr. WHELAN. —from being further victimized in the criminal jus-

tice system. 
Senator TOOMEY. Right. Well, and putting perpetrators behind 

bars makes it impossible for them to victimize the next child, so— 
Mr. WHELAN. Correct, Senator. 
Senator TOOMEY. —that is really important. 
Ms. Newman, now, your background is as a pediatric nurse. 
Ms. NEWMAN. Yes. 
Senator TOOMEY. In your experience, how has this process 

worked for individual children that you have seen in your facility? 
Ms. NEWMAN. Let me back up a minute and say that because the 

CAC is neutral in fact finding, when a case comes in—when a child 
comes in for an interview—when the interviewer does the forensic 
interview, conducts it, there is no pre-set determination that some-
thing had to have happened. The questions are specifically asked 
in age- appropriate, open-ended fashion so that the child tells the 
story, if indeed there is a story to tell, in their own words. And, 
nobody has a better day than when the team sits in the room and 
watches that interview and the child says in a very credible fash-
ion, without anybody leading them on, that there was a mistake, 
that somebody did not see what they thought that they saw, and 
there is no further investigation. 

But, then you have all those other cases that come in and you 
have a child that has been victimized, no matter how slight. It 
could just be something—and I do not want to get too graphic, but 
something just over the clothes to something much more brutal and 
horrible. And, in all of those cases, that is when the CAC works 
really well. 

As D.A. Whelan said, you have one statement. It is recorded. 
There is no question that it is not leading. What we often see, and 
I think Mr. Whelan may be able to confirm this, is that what hap-
pens is that there are plea bargains that before may never have oc-
curred because you have a defense attorney and a defendant, you 
cannot prove anything, it is just a child that gave that statement, 
and the experience in Montgomery County has been that the dis-
trict attorney will hand that defense attorney the DVD and say, 
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‘‘Why do you not go watch that,’’ and lo and behold, not long after-
wards, they come forward and have a plea bargain struck, and that 
is a great day, too, because then that perpetrator is off the street 
and that child never has to enter a courtroom, never has to go 
through that experience again. 

Also, because of the CAC set-up, what you have are victim and 
family advocates and referrals to specialized medical and mental 
health treatment, and that is really important, because the dynam-
ics of child abuse are very different from adult rape and domestic 
violence. As I said in my statement, child abusers put themselves 
in positions of being close to children, and most of the time, it is 
not a sudden act of violence. It takes place over time. The abusers 
take the time to groom their victims. They start with touch. I re-
member from the Jerry Sandusky testimony, and I know people, 
especially in Pennsylvania, are tired of going back to that, but one 
of the witnesses said, ‘‘You know, you knew when you got into a 
car with Coach Sandusky that his hand was going to be on your 
thigh.’’ That is how abusers work, slowly. 

And, in the 50 percent of the time that it involves a family mem-
ber, the dynamics of the family become so skewed. The family often 
would rather not say what is going on, because if it is a mother’s 
father or brother or husband or significant other, as it may be, who 
wants to see that that person who is so close to you is really a mon-
ster who is doing this to their child. And, there is often the mis-
taken thought that we can handle this at home. We can do this as 
a family and just keep the perpetrator away from the child. 

But, number one, that often does not happen, because they can-
not do that. And, number, two, it just leaves this person out there, 
as in the recent news reports about the Duggar family, where the 
older son—and I am just reading from the papers here—was 
brought back into the home and abused additional children, if 
those allegations are true. But, that would certainly fit the pattern 
of what we see. 

Specialized mental health treatment is important for this. It is 
evidence-based. It is not just going to any old counselor, so that is 
important. Specialized medical treatment with pediatric sexual as-
sault nurse examiners are very important for these children. 

Sometimes for older children—and I will wrap up here, I know 
I am going on—it is important for them to have this medical exam-
ination just so they can be told, you are okay. Nobody can see what 
happened to you unless you choose to share it with somebody. That 
is often as important as anything else that we can possibly do at 
a Child Advocacy Center. Thank you. 

Senator TOOMEY. Thank you very much. 
Now, let me go right to one of the arguments that I have heard 

from people who are not supporting my legislation, which is, as you 
know, designed to increase the amount of funds that are distrib-
uted to the various crime victims’ groups, and maybe Ms. Moyer 
could lead off, but I would like to ask each of you to address this, 
and this argument is, well, it would be a big bump-up in funds and 
you really probably cannot spend it very well. So, maybe you could 
address that and share with us for the record exactly how you 
would put these resources to work if you had the knowledge that 
you had a sustained funding level at this higher level that would 
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be commensurate to the amount of money that is actually going 
into the fund each year. 

Ms. MOYER. Well, first of all, Senator, thank you for the ques-
tion, because I believe we debunk that myth. I think there is a spe-
cial Internet place where they have things like that, that, oh, those 
people could not possibly spend that money. Of course, we can. We 
have executive directors taking pagers home and responding to two 
o’clock in the morning calls instead of doing community awareness 
and managing an organization. 

And, let me just—I will leave you with one situation that par-
ticularly moved me, although, as you can tell, this is my passion. 
Women Organized Against Rape in Philadelphia, they were under 
construction, and because of a lack of funds, they were unable to 
do individual child counseling and they had to do group counseling. 
And, it was in the reception area. The place was under construc-
tion. And, all these kids were sitting and standing and laughing 
and playing, as kids are wont to do, and the construction workers 
came in and said, ‘‘Gee, I did not realize you were running a day 
care center.’’ And, the ED explained to them that this, in fact, was 
a group of children who had been sexually abused. One of the chil-
dren was a four-year-old who would live with a colostomy bag for 
the rest of her life. And, I apologize for being graphic, but some-
times I think we need to be, because these children are living their 
lives with this constant reminder, physical or emotional, and there 
is no way to undo that. 

I appreciate our collegiality with CACs and our dedication of our 
district attorneys and our sister coalition in child abuse cases, but 
if you have a group of children acting as if it were an ordinary day 
at a day care center, and if you could see the rooms where play 
therapy happens, it looks like a day care center, but it is a place 
where children who have been raped by monsters go to heal, I 
think there would be no doubt in your mind that we could find 
good use for this funding. 

We need more prevention educators. We need outreach to men 
and boys, and in an intentional way. Prevention is no longer a 
dirty word. I think we realize that it does work. And, as a law en-
forcement officer once said to me, ‘‘Diane, these are one-man crime 
waves,’’ and we need all these resources to get these monsters off 
the street, and with your help, Senator, I think we can do that very 
easily. 

Senator TOOMEY. Thank you. 
Dr. Dierkers, would you care to address the question. 
Ms. DIERKERS. Yes. As I mentioned in my testimony, housing is 

a particular concern for domestic violence victims and we need var-
ious forms of housing. Often, economic abuse is a common tactic 
used, and it may take a survivor some time to recover economically 
and be able to support themselves and their children. Legal serv-
ices, because when children are in a domestic violence home, often, 
the children are being abused, and we know from research now, 
longitudinal research, the children who even witness abuse will 
sustain life-long impacts if there is not support, help, and healing 
for them. 

We were really gearing up in terms of our children’s services, be-
cause, as I mentioned, we do see thousands and thousands of chil-
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dren through our Domestic Violence Centers every year. We were 
just gearing up specialized services when the recession hit. So, that 
is an area that we would definitely dedicate money to, as well, as 
well as legal services. 

Senator TOOMEY. And, Ms. Newman, my understanding is the 
large majority of Pennsylvania counties do not have their own 
Child Advocacy Center, so victims have a long way to go to get to 
the nearest one in many cases. I assume additional funding would 
help lead to the development of additional facilities, is that true? 

Ms. NEWMAN. Absolutely. In Pennsylvania, there are only 23 
counties that actually have Child Advocacy Centers. the Pennsyl-
vania Task Force on Child Protection in 2012 said that the number 
one priority for the safety of Pennsylvania’s children from sexual 
predators should be to have a Child Advocacy Center, and they 
said within two hours of every child. District Attorney David Heck-
ler, who chaired that task force, said that had there been a CAC 
in Centre County, again, at the time of Jerry Sandusky, that he 
would have been stopped after victim number one. So, how many 
children would that have saved who came forward? We do not even 
know how many never came forward. 

It costs money for these centers. Two hours is a long way. That 
is a long time, especially if you have parents that are taking off 
from work that have to go, that may have to use public transpor-
tation to get there. They may have other children that they need 
to bring with them to the center. At the State Chapter of CACs, 
we would like to see that brought down a lot closer to an hour, and 
even that is a long way, because, again, you have children. They 
get tired. They are already traumatized. The family is already 
traumatized. We do not necessarily have to have a CAC in every 
county, as was alluded to. There are a lot of rural areas in Pennsyl-
vania. But, certainly, regional centers need to be developed and 
built to help all of the children have access. Thank you. 

Senator TOOMEY. And just so that everybody understands, you 
folks are not dealing with abstractions. You are dealing with real 
human beings, people who have been victimized. And Dr. Dierkers 
gave a great example of a woman named Kendra and her cir-
cumstances. 

Ms. Moyer or Ms. Newman, is there maybe a brief story of a par-
ticular victim that you would like to share with us so that we can 
sort of see exactly the kind of person and the circumstances in 
which the work that you do is so helpful? 

Ms. NEWMAN. Do you mind if I go first? 
Ms. MOYER. No, not at all. 
Ms. NEWMAN. Thank you. I am just—I am particularly pas-

sionate about one story. He is actually the inspiration and the rea-
son that Montgomery County has a CAC. His name is Sasha. He 
grew up on the Main Line, very close to where we are sitting right 
now. Child abuse knows no economic boundary, zip code, or reli-
gion. 

When he was a young child, he was in an intact family, mother, 
father, younger sister. Uncles came down to visit, father’s brothers, 
one of whom was a very well known cantor up on the Upper East 
Side of New York in a large synagogue there. For people that may 
not be familiar, a cantor is a cantor rabbi in the Jewish faith. 
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Sasha went from being a very normal child to, as his mother de-
scribes, one that she had to try to keep alive, because he suddenly 
walked around with underwear over his head and a knife to his 
throat, tried to jump out of moving cars while she was driving. She 
brought him to numerous therapists who had no idea what was 
going on. And, as Sasha tells the story now as an adult, he said 
he was finally able to disclose to one of the many psychiatrists that 
they were bringing him to when he saw his uncle go in and at-
tempt to abuse his younger sister. And that was what finally al-
lowed him to disclose the terrible rape that had been happening to 
him over and over and over again. 

Sasha’s mother, when she told her husband about it, his re-
sponse was, ‘‘I probably should have realized what was going on be-
cause they did the same thing to me when I was a child.’’ Again, 
the dynamics of intra-familial sexual abuse. It can be generational, 
as well. 

They were brave enough to report it. The mother went to Risa 
Vetri Ferman, our current District Attorney in Montgomery Coun-
ty. She was an Assistant District Attorney at that time. Ten years, 
from when Sasha was seven until he was 17 years old, before that 
case finally ended with a low plea deal for the cantor. 

I remember before I was ever involved with this movement 
watching on the 11 p.m. news, busing in supporters of the cantor 
from the Upper East Side of New York to say to the District Attor-
ney of Montgomery County, ‘‘How dare you prosecute our clergy, 
our member, our leader.’’ 

Sasha went to college. He moved out to Montana to get to this 
area. And, I have had a lot of memorable days at Mission Kids. I 
think that one of the ones that sticks out most in my mind is the 
day that Risa sent him to Mission kids to see, because of what he 
had been through, what developed. And he came into the center 
and I saw this rough, just graduated college student melt back into 
a little boy, and he looked at the stuffed animals around the room 
and he said, ‘‘Oh, my God, I would have loved this place. You feel 
like you are enveloped by the stuffed animals in here.’’ 

And we had a bowl of just snacks on the table, pre- wrapped 
snacks for the kids when they came in. And he said, ‘‘Oh, those are 
great. I am so glad you do not have vending machines.’’ And, I was 
really surprised, and I said, vending machine? Why? It never oc-
curred to me one way or the other, but why? And, he said, ‘‘Be-
cause I cannot tell you how many dozens of times I was at police 
stations and the District Attorney’s office and I was there for hours 
and I was hungry and the only thing to eat was in the vending ma-
chine.’’ 

That is my story. Thank you. 
Senator TOOMEY. Thank you. 
Ms. MOYER. 
Ms. MOYER. Yes. I would like to talk about—we have not talked 

about the campus sexual assault, and I am happy to say that we 
are addressing that more fully, as well. But, we had a victim and 
the campus judicial hearing did not go well. But, she knew that she 
had a place to go. What I always tell our advocates is that we do 
not make promises we cannot keep. We have confidential services, 
but we have a duty to report, but we always believe our victims. 
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The only respite this individual had from what was a botched— 
clearly, a botched hearing at the campus level, and it was very 
problematic. The District Attorney and I, on the side of right, of 
course, were trying to help this victim, but there was a lot of push- 
back from the campus. But, what the victim did have was belief in 
her story and the offer of safety and services, trauma-informed, and 
the courage to go on with her life and move to another campus and 
successfully graduated because she did not get the justice that she 
deserved, and that does happen to victims quite a bit. But, what 
we do give them is belief, help, hope, and healing, and that is what 
every victim deserves. 

Senator TOOMEY. Thank you very much. 
We are getting to the end of our allotted time here, and I just 

wanted to make sure if any of our witnesses had a final point they 
wanted to make that they felt we did not have a chance to develop 
earlier, this would be a good time. Does anybody have any last 
points? 

Mr. WHELAN. No, just to thank you for hosting this event today, 
Senator. 

Senator TOOMEY. Well, thank you. 
So, let me—really, I want to thank each of our witnesses very 

much. This is very, very helpful and powerful testimony and it will 
help us to make the case for why we need to do the right thing, 
stop the dishonest budgetary gimmicks and start allocating the re-
sources that ought to be going to crime victims’ advocacy groups. 

I want to thank people who are in the audience. I know many 
of the people here are working in the front lines, helping to support 
and help the victims of all kinds of crime. So, I appreciate the work 
that you do day in and day out. I know how hard that work is and 
I am grateful to you for being here. 

I do, once again, want to thank Villanova Law School for making 
this wonderful facility available to us and being kind enough to in-
vite us in to have this hearing. 

And, I just want to assure everybody, this is a high priority of 
mine, and as a member of the Budget Committee, I will be able to 
ensure that we take this up in the committee. I am confident that 
we can pass the legislation in committee, and that will give us a 
chance to bring it to the Senate floor. My hope is that this year, 
we will find a vehicle that will allow us to enact this legislation 
and provide the certainty of funding going forward at this much 
higher level that is, after all, only commensurate to the amount of 
money that criminals are putting into this fund every year. 

So, I really thank you for all your help. I am going to need to 
continue to ask you to help and keep the pressure on my colleagues 
so that we can get this done. But, I am confident we will get this 
across the goal line. 

So, thank you very much, and with that, the hearing is ad-
journed. 

[Whereupon, at 11:12 a.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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FIELD HEARING ON TAX–RELATED IDENTITY 
THEFT AND FRAUDULENT TAX RETURNS 

Wednesday, August 26, 2015 

U.S. SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET MANCHESTER, NH 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:00 p.m., in Room 
201, UNH Manchester Campus, 88 Commercial Street, Hon. Kelly 
Ayotte presiding. 

Present: Senator Ayotte. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR AYOTTE 

Senator AYOTTE. I just wanted to welcome all of you here today. 
My name is Senator Kelly Ayotte, and I’m very glad to have the 
opportunity today to hold an important field hearing. 

I serve on the Budget Committee in the Senate, and one of the 
important topics that we have dealt with not only on the Budget 
Committee but, another committee I serve on, the Homeland Secu-
rity and Government Oversight Committee, is tax-related identity 
theft and fraudulent tax returns. 

So I’m going to call this hearing to order. 
For my constituents that are here today, this will be part of the 

official Senate record. We’re having this as a field hearing, but it 
will be part of the Budget Committee’s official record. So that’s why 
you see me here with the gavel in this setting, and also I’ve got 
some staff members here from Washington, the Budget Committee, 
as well as my own staff. 

So I’m going to call this hearing of the Budget Committee to 
order. 

We have on the first panel two witnesses with us, Ms. Lori 
Weeks from Strafford, New Hampshire; and also Mr. John Walker, 
from New Hampshire as well. 

I will begin this hearing by giving an opening statement, and 
then I’m going to turn to our witnesses to provide us with informa-
tion and to give their opening statements. 

I want to thank all of you for joining us today for this important 
field hearing of the Senate Budget Committee. I would like to 
thank all the witnesses on both panels that you’ll hear today for 
their time and for their willingness to participate in this important 
discussion. 

We’re here today to discuss a growing problem not only in New 
Hampshire but across the country, and that’s tax-related identity 
theft. Tax-related identity theft is a very serious problem that’s 
growing, unfortunately, at epidemic proportions. According to the 
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, about 2.4 mil-
lion taxpayers’ names or Social Security numbers were used to file 
fraudulent tax returns in 2013, when this data was looked at. 
That’s a 10-fold increase from 2010, and we’ve seen further activity 
in 2014 and beyond. 

With major data breaches occurring more frequently, most re-
cently with the Office of Personnel Management, when millions of 
people who have gone through a Federal background check had 
their personal information breached. I’m concerned that we will see 
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additional cases of tax fraud that impact even more taxpayers in 
the future. 

Filing a tax return should be easy, but for an increasing number 
of taxpayers, they find themselves victims of identity theft. This is 
too often the beginning of a frustrating and burdensome process 
that can take even months or years to resolve. These innocent tax-
payers frequently find themselves in a confusing and frustrating 
maze of bureaucratic red tape. I’ve heard stories from my constitu-
ents, some of whom are here today and some of whom couldn’t be 
here today, who have been caught up in this maze of frustration. 

Not only do taxpayers have to spend too often countless hours 
collecting and submitting the necessary documents to prove their 
identities, they’re often given conflicting instructions and incon-
sistent messages from the IRS. 

Or worse, they’ve had a lot of difficulties reaching the IRS. In-
stead of focusing on regaining and safeguarding their personal 
identities, tax fraud victims spend hours simply trying to prove 
who they are actually to the IRS, and that’s wrong. I’m very glad 
to have the IRS Commissioner here today. We must do more to ad-
dress this issue and better assist taxpayers who are facing this 
problem. 

One of those taxpayers we have here today is Lori Weeks from 
Strafford, New Hampshire, and I want to thank Lori for her will-
ingness to share her story today and for her courage. Lori has en-
dured something that no mother should ever have to experience, 
and that’s the loss of her daughter, Madison, in a tragic car acci-
dent. That heartbreaking loss was compounded when Lori’s her 
husband learned that Maddi’s identity had been stolen and used to 
file three fraudulent tax returns. 

But when Lori asked the IRS for copies of the fraudulent returns 
so that she could find out how much of her family’s personal infor-
mation was compromised, the IRS said it could not provide her 
with information or a copy of the fraudulent tax return, citing pri-
vacy concerns. 

Tax fraud victims shouldn’t be left in the dark regarding the full 
extent of what personal information was stolen, and the least the 
IRS can do is to provide them with copies of the fraudulent returns 
so that they can understand how their information was manipu-
lated and used fraudulently. 

On behalf of Lori and other New Hampshire families I wrote to 
Commissioner Koskinen—who is here with us today, and he will be 
testifying on the second panel—this spring and asked the IRS to 
change its policy and to provide victims of tax fraud with copies of 
fraudulent returns filed on behalf of the tax fraud victim. 

In response, the Commissioner has agreed to establish a process 
in which identity theft victims can obtain copies of fraudulent re-
turns, and I look forward to hearing an update on where that pol-
icy change is today. I thank the Commissioner for agreeing to 
change that policy, and I certainly urge the agency to get this proc-
ess in place as soon as possible. 

I’ve also heard from several tax fraud victims in New Hampshire 
who continue to struggle to get their refunds from the IRS, even 
after having proven their identities to the agency. One constituent 
from Bath told me that the IRS told him that he should receive a 
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refund within six weeks of proving his identity. When eight weeks 
passed without any progress, he called the IRS again to follow up. 
After waiting on hold for 45 minutes, this individual was told that 
processing his case would take up to six months. 

The IRS’ mission is to provide America’s taxpayers top-quality 
service by helping them understand and meet their tax responsibil-
ities, and by applying the tax law with integrity and fairness to all. 
However, these examples demonstrate the IRS is falling short of 
fulfilling this mission. 

In her latest report to Congress, Nina Olson, the Taxpayer Advo-
cate, notes that the IRS continues to view itself as an enforcement 
agency first and a service agency second. I know the IRS is taking 
some important steps to reduce fraud that have been recently an-
nounced. I appreciate those efforts, and we want to hear about 
those efforts today, including enhanced collaboration with rep-
resentatives of tax preparation and software firms and other tax 
industry partners, and a new policy to earlier match W–2 informa-
tion received from employees and employers. However, it is clear 
that much more must be done to prevent fraud from occurring in 
the first place to make sure that people aren’t victims of identity 
theft and to better help victims when fraud does occur. 

Congress can also play a very important role to the extent that 
legislative fixes are needed to reduce fraud. Earlier this year I 
worked with Senator Ron Johnson from Wisconsin, who is the 
chairman of the Homeland Security Committee, and Mark Warner 
of Virginia to help introduce the bipartisan Social Security Identity 
Defense Act of 2015. This proposed legislation would require the 
IRS to notify an individual if it has reason to believe that some-
one’s Social Security number has been fraudulently used. So noti-
fying victims is incredibly important. It also requires the IRS notify 
law enforcement, and requires that the Social Security Administra-
tion to notify employers who submit fraudulently used Social Secu-
rity numbers. This bill adds civil penalties and extends jail time for 
those who fraudulently use an individual’s Social Security number. 

The purpose of our hearing today is to take a critical look at how 
the IRS handles tax-related identity theft cases, with the goal of 
identifying necessary steps the IRS must take to improve its re-
sponse to this growing problem. 

I want to welcome our first panel, Lori Weeks of Strafford, and 
John Walker, a tax preparer based in Concord, who will share his 
experience working on tax-related identity theft cases for his cli-
ents. 

During the second panel we will, hear from the IRS Commis-
sioner, John Koskinen. We will also hear from the Inspector Gen-
eral, J. Russell George, from the Treasury Department. We appre-
ciate the Inspector General being here today. We will also hear 
from Mr. Christopher Lee of the National Taxpayer Advocate Serv-
ice, to examine the IRS’ administrative practices and look at ways 
on how we can improve service to taxpayers and make sure that 
we’re more responsive and can take steps that need to be taken to 
prevent identity theft in the first place. 
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Again, I want to thank all of you for being here today, and now 
I would like to call on our first witness. 

Again, I want to thank Lori Weeks for being here to offer her 
opening statement. 

Ms. Weeks. 

STATEMENT OF LORI WEEKS, STRAFFORD, TAX–RELATED 
IDENTITY THEFT VICTIM 

Ms. WEEKS. Good afternoon. My name is Lori Weeks, or, as I 
prefer to be referred to, Maddi’s mama. This is my daughter, Madi-
son Charlotte Weeks. Madison was born on June 23, 2006. She was 
our first child. Through the years, Madison grew into a precocious 
little thing with a brilliant mind and an empathy for people that 
is rarely seen in a child her age. That empathy pushed her to con-
tinuously thank each and every veteran we passed on the street, 
to raise money for the fight against childhood cancer and to volun-
teer for the March of Dimes, the organization that helped save her 
baby sister when she was born prematurely. 

Like I said before, Madison had a brilliant mind and in 2nd 
grade tested at an end of 5th grade reading, writing, math and 
science level. We were so proud but not surprised. Madison was a 
talented dancer and was well loved by every person she had ever 
met. 

Madison was a Girl Scout, an artist, an animal lover, a big sister, 
a best friend, my best friend. She had dreamed of opening a veteri-
narian’s office when she grew up that offered free care to those who 
could not afford it. 

On February 19, 2014, on our way to dance class, in the middle 
of her 6th year of dancing, we hit black ice. I hit black ice. We went 
off the road. We were okay, but in the blink of an eye another mo-
torist, distracted, did not see our vehicle and did not slow down. 
She hit our car and took the life of our precious daughter. Our lives 
are irreparably destroyed. 

In March of 2015, my husband and I prepared to file our taxes. 
As we walked in I was having trouble breathing. Tears were al-
ready welling in my eyes. As we sat and reviewed our tax docu-
ments, I could not stop crying. This would be the last time, legally, 
on paper, that I could say I am the mother of two daughters. I fin-
ished up this painful process and later that day my husband went 
to sign our documents. This is when we found out. What we had 
left, that fleeting moment in time, had been stolen. Madison’s iden-
tity had been stolen and someone else had claimed her on their 
taxes. 

When your child goes on before you, all you have left is their 
memory, their identity, and you will tirelessly work to protect it. 
All I could hear in my head was that I had failed to protect Maddi’s 
life, and now I had failed to protect her identity. Our tax preparer 
could offer little assistance. She was kind but completely unaware 
of what our next step should be. 

We filed a police report with our local police department, only for 
them to treat us like we were crazy for doing so and telling us that 
it was unnecessary. I spent hours and hours on the phone trying 
to figure out what to do. Most of that was spent on hold. I spoke 
to multiple agencies and multiple representatives within each of 
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those agencies, most of whom, their calls led me back to another 
agent who just couldn’t help me. Many encouraged me to file with-
out Maddi on our return so we could get our money. It was never 
about the money. I had to get Maddi’s name back. It’s all we have 
now. So we just kept searching for answers, searching for someone 
to help us. 

That is when a friend reached out to me and told me to contact 
Senator Ayotte’s office. From there the ball really got rolling. We 
were put in contact with the Tax Advocate’s office and they were 
able to see that Maddi’s name had been filed at least three times, 
all of which had been rejected. Despite these attempts to fraudu-
lently claim our child, we were never contacted by any IRS rep-
resentative to make us aware that this had happened. 

With the help of Senator Ayotte’s office and the Tax Advocate we 
were able to go through the proper avenues to protect her name 
further, stop any kind of continuing fraud using her Social Security 
number or otherwise, and we were able to file our taxes, as a fam-
ily of four, for the very last time. 

We received our return, and then that was it, nothing to tell us 
what these disturbed individuals who would raid a deceased child’s 
identity knew about our daughter. Was it just her Social’ Did they 
know anything about her medical history’ Do they have personal 
information about her death’ Do we know them’ It was quite lit-
erally, ’Here’s your check and be gone with you.’ 

After a newspaper article about our family and a few television 
interviews, we were told the IRS is going to be giving victims ac-
cess to the fraudulent returns and the information contained with-
in them. That was months ago and we still are no closer to know-
ing what we must know than we were the day we found out 
Maddi’s identity had been stolen. 

More than 50 percent of grieving parents, parents whose children 
passed away before their 13th birthday, will have their child’s iden-
tity stolen. And many will never even get as far as we have. We 
are not the rule; we are the exception. And it seems like the bad 
guys win in every case because although we got our daughter’s 
name back, we do not know what they know about our daughter, 
and they will likely never face punishment for the crimes com-
mitted against our family. 

It’s time we step up and we empower our citizens to protect 
themselves and their children against these predators and to say 
enough is enough. Thank you. 

[Applause.] 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Weeks follows:] 
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you. Thank you so much. I know all of 
our thoughts and prayers are with you for your courage. Thank you 
for being willing to be at this hearing today to help other parents 
so that they don’t have to go through this. 

I would like to also welcome Mr. John Walker. Mr. Walker is 
here to talk about his experience as a professional and his work 
with many clients who, unfortunately, have dealt with identity 
theft issues and theft of their personal information. 

Mr. Walker, thank you for being here. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. WALKER, ENROLLED AGENT, J. 
WALKER & COMPANY LLC 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Senator, and thank you for holding this 
hearing. My name is John Walker. I am an enrolled agent in pri-
vate practice. I was asked to testify today from the perspective of 
an enrolled agent and the impact tax-related identity theft is hav-
ing on the professional community. 

Just to clarify, for those who are not familiar, when we talk 
about the professional community, I’m referring to the four groups 
of tax professionals that we generally talk about: enrolled agents, 
CPAs, attorneys, and then all other preparers. Generally, it is en-
rolled agents like myself, CPAs and attorneys who are authorized 
by Circular 230, which is the Treasury regulations, to represent 
taxpayers before the Internal Revenue Service. Other preparers, 
with a few very limited special exceptions, do not represent tax-
payers. 

I represent taxpayers such as Lori and others who have problems 
dealing with the IRS, have these experiences, have jobs, family, re-
sponsibilities that they must move forward with, and they turn to 
someone like me, or an attorney, or a CPA, to handle the dealing 
with the IRS, do the investigation, because we know the system. 

As a professional, I am a member of the National Association of 
Enrolled Agents, the National Association of Tax Professionals, the 
National Society of Accountants, and I’m currently on the Board of 
the New Hampshire chapter of the National Society of Account-
ants. 

On a monthly basis I participate with members of the IRS and 
15 to 30 other tax professionals from around New York and New 
England in what are called IMRS telephone conferences. IMRS is 
the IRS’ own Issue Management Resolution System. 

In addition, twice a year I participate in taxpayer liaison meet-
ings, one of which we host here in New Hampshire, and that is two 
dozen tax professionals and IRS managers meeting for half a day 
to discuss in depth the issues in our tax system. 

So with that as a background, I can tell you the issue that I am 
hearing over and over and over again from other professionals is 
that as a result of tax-related identity theft and the escalation of 
fraudulent returns, tax professionals are increasingly finding them-
selves shut out of being able to get the information they need to 
help their clients, to help the victims of these identity thefts. 

It’s regrettable, but in their haste to respond to the explosion of 
fraudulent returns, the IRS has severely restricted or blocked en-
tirely access to taxpayer information by those three professional 
groups—enrolled agents, CPAs and attorneys—who are responsible 
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for representing those victims. As a representative, just like an at-
torney, we speak for the victim. We step into their shoes, we put 
in the time, the hours, to try to find solutions. 

This is happening even when a taxpayer has specifically author-
ized us on a Federal power of attorney, which is an IRS document, 
to represent them in the identity theft matter. I recently had one 
that was filed in August, and it is continually rejected for being 
posted because their 2014 tax year has already been flagged as 
having had an identity theft. 

The general consensus of so many professionals right now is that 
we feel like the IRS, instead of working with the professional com-
munity to speed resolution of these cases, is making it increasingly 
difficult and sometimes impossible to help these clients. 

Furthermore, and this is terribly important from a professional 
point of view, the victims of identity theft are still expected to com-
ply with all other aspects of the tax law, to timely file their re-
turns, pay their taxes, make estimated tax payments, continue in-
stallment payments, and fulfill obligations under an Offer and 
Compromise, if they have one. 

Ordinary, routine tax problems will arise in those other compli-
ance issues—the estimated payments posted to the wrong account 
or the wrong year, just to give you one example. To assist the tax-
payer with any of those problems and do it quickly and efficiently 
and get it corrected requires that we continue to have access to the 
same information we had before the identity theft occurred. 

On a case I’m currently working now, the taxpayers came out of 
bankruptcy last year. As part of their bankruptcy plan, they’re pay-
ing on past tax debt. I cannot get any records to find out if those 
payments are being correctly applied to their past tax debt, and 
that is something that we used to have routinely as a matter of 
being able to represent people. 

Normally, a representative would have online access to a client’s 
tax information using a tool that’s very different from the tool that 
was out there and became such a problem earlier this year. The 
professional tool works much more like what most of us use to 
manage our personal bank accounts, perhaps even our medical ac-
counts, make our utility payments, credit card accounts, insurance, 
student records, and the like. In other words, access to it is known 
only to us. 

What makes this all the more frustrating for tax professionals is 
that very often a representative or someone posing as a representa-
tive, or someone claiming to be the taxpayer, can call the customer 
service number. Granted, they have to sit on hold anywhere from 
an hour to two hours, so it becomes an endurance contest. They get 
a customer service rep. They can answer a few simple questions, 
Social Security number, address and so on, and the representative 
will mail, fax, or even read the information to them over the phone. 

So from a professional standpoint, the information that we used 
to be able to get in 5 or 10 minutes online and get a problem 
solved, now we may be able to get if we’re willing to sit for two 
hours on the phone and talk to someone. It’s delaying the whole 
process, and that is creating a backlog of unsolved, routine prob-
lems in addition to and over and above and beyond the identity 
theft problems, which are exploding. 
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One specific example, a suggestion I can make to the IRS, is that 
with the professional community, they ought to be doing exactly 
the opposite. They should be requiring professionals to get the in-
formation online, beef up the security around that tool, and that 
would relieve some of the burden on the phone system, which does 
have to be there to service taxpayers who are not represented. 

For example, recently I had to get a copy of a bank statement 
on my personal account. There were only two ways I could get it. 
I could not get it by calling the bank and saying please mail it to 
me. I had to either show up at a branch office with a photo identity 
and prove who I was and they would print it for me at that office, 
or I could go online to my account where I have set up the security, 
three security questions and so on, and answer the various security 
protocols, submit a request, and it would be mailed to me at the 
address on record. 

I’d like to point out that enrolled agents, CPAs and attorneys are 
all professional individuals who have made a substantial invest-
ment in both obtaining a professional license and maintaining it on 
an annual basis. We are known to our various licensing agencies, 
and we have often been the subject, depending on the agency, of 
criminal background checks and even fingerprinting. In the case of 
enrolled agents, we’ve been vetted by the IRS itself. So if the IRS 
does not have confidence in letting us have access to the informa-
tion, they’re saying they don’t have confidence in their own vetting 
process. 

Furthermore, we know our clients personally, usually through 
many years of working with the same client, sometimes decades. 
As a result, we also have access to a substantial amount of finan-
cial detail. This is a resource that the IRS could be using to quickly 
identify who is the real John Walker or Lori or Bill or Joe or Susie, 
and they’re not doing it. Instead, taxpayers are being told that once 
they file an identity theft affidavit, that it may take six months to 
a year before the IRS does its own investigation. That seems totally 
unnecessary. 

Furthermore, I think the delay is absurd because in far less time 
you can get a passport. In four to six weeks, the State Department 
can determine with a high degree of certainty, even in this post- 
9/11 era, who somebody’s identity is. And if they need to expedite 
it, they can do it in two or three weeks. 

In the case of tax-related identity theft, one very obvious and I 
think simple solution to establish who is the real individual would 
be to ask them to show up at an IRS office and present their pass-
port. And if they don’t have a passport, they can get one in less 
time than the IRS conducts those investigations. The length of that 
investigation frustrates our clients terribly because they hear noth-
ing for months, and they wonder if they’re going to come back and 
say, well, we don’t believe it’s you. Meanwhile, they don’t know 
what else is going on with their financial lives. 

There are a number of further examples I can give you, the kinds 
of difficulties we run into dealing with the IRS, and I have a great 
deal of respect for everyone at the IRS I deal with. We are profes-
sionals. We understand they are dedicated people trying to do a 
very difficult job. 
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One case I’m currently working provides some good examples. 
Chris and Jane Stevens—not their real names—are a couple in 
their early 60s. They got into financial difficulty because they tried 
to keep a business running in New Hampshire during a downturn 
in the economy. They got way over-extended on their mortgages, 
ended up in a bankruptcy that dragged on for several years, finally 
came out of bankruptcy last August. Chris, by the way, was identi-
fied with inoperable but treatable throat cancer, so he was out of 
work. His wife continues to work, Jane continues to work. 

In February they received a check in the mail from Sunrise Bank 
in California for $9,855. The accompanying paperwork explained 
that this was their 2014 Federal tax refund, which was listed as 
$9,945 less $90 in processing fees. The letter explained that the 
bank had tried to direct deposit it to the account specified on the 
return but for some reason was unable to do so, so they mailed 
them a paper check. 

The Stevens’ immediately knew this was wrong because we had 
not even begun to prepare their 2014 return, and they are very 
honest people. They also knew and were already worried about the 
fact that their identities had been stolen in the Anthem data 
breach just a few weeks earlier. So they contacted me and we 
quickly prepared and filed the identity theft affidavits with the 
IRS. We have received one communication indicating that they 
have received the paperwork, and that was filed in February. 

Meanwhile, this looked like we had caught it early and we 
should be able to solve this situation really easily because we had 
the check, the money was not stolen, it was not gone. I began in-
vestigating how the fraudulent funds could be returned to the 
Treasury, and apparently it’s a lot easier to get money out of the 
Treasury than it is to get it back in. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. WALKER. No one had any answers. So I reached out to one 

of my contacts in the IRS stakeholder liaison, which is a group that 
interacts extensively with the professional community, for help in 
answering that question, how do we get the money back in. It actu-
ally took her a little over a month to find a door to put the money 
back in. She got the name and address of an IRS office in Fresno, 
California where we could send the check. So on April 15th—maybe 
that was a bad omen—we mailed the check with a cover letter ex-
plaining the situation, included all possible identification. Inciden-
tally, much of that was also printed on the check. We mailed it Pri-
ority Mail, signature required, and within a few days we received 
the name, signature, and identity number of the person who signed 
for it at the IRS office. 

We filed their 2014 tax return, which had a balance due, and we 
thought we were pretty well done. One of the obvious problems in 
this whole story is this was someone who already had a tax debt. 
They had a balance due on their 2014 return, and yet somehow 
somebody imitating them with their stolen identity was able to get 
$9,945 shipped out of the U.S. Treasury without ever checking the 
balance due on that identity number. 

The first week of August, the Stevens received a call from a rev-
enue officer in Holtsville, New York. Because I was their represent-
ative, I returned the call to Holtsville, spoke with this revenue offi-
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cer, and she wanted the Stevens to return the check. That’s why 
she was calling. I explained to her that we had mailed the check 
back in April and how we’d done it and how we got the address, 
where we had sent it and so on. 

Well, she checked—no sign of it on the system. She didn’t believe 
it had been returned, or if it had been, it had been lost. Her words. 
There was no record of it. So I said, well, look, I convinced her to 
let me fax over the same package we had, the cover letter, a copy 
of the check, all the identification information, the signature of the 
person who signed for it, postal transcript of every place it went 
between New Hampshire and California. 

I sent that fax within the hour, never heard from her. Two or 
three days later I called. Her only response was that she hadn’t re-
ceived the fax. She hadn’t bothered to call and say she hadn’t re-
ceived the fax, which is something normally one professional would 
do with another. I work with attorneys and CPAs all the time. If 
I say I’m going to fax something and I don’t, or they say they’re 
going to fax something to me, there’s a follow-up call: ’Hey, I didn’t 
get your fax.’ Didn’t hear anything. 

The revenue officer instead shipped the case over to exam with 
a comment that they could pursue the client for the money, and 
that was the extent of her involvement with it. 

Just a few days later we received a letter, this time from the 
Kansas City campus. So now we’ve got California, Holtsville, New 
York, and Kansas City involved. Kansas City is demanding—this 
letter demands that the Stevens’ either return the check or pay the 
$9,855. The letter was dated August 12. They have until September 
3rd to do one or the other. We obviously can’t return a check we’ve 
already returned and that’s been lost by the IRS. 

So at that point, Jane Stevens and I—and it was necessary for 
both of us to get involved so the bank could be sure of this—got 
in touch with Sunrise Bank, their fraud department, and we were 
able to establish that the check, in fact, had never been cashed, 
which was fortunate. We also learned that the funds are still in the 
account at Sunrise Bank, and Sunrise Bank is only too happy to 
return them. The bank does actually have a process because Sun-
rise Bank, as many professionals will recognize, is an outfit that 
processes tax refund third-party products for a lot of software com-
panies. They actually have a process in place to get funds back to 
the Treasury. 

Jane authorized them to proceed with that. It will take at least 
15 days to get that, but it does require first that they get coopera-
tion from the IRS and an agreement that they will accept the re-
turn of the funds. Then we have the small issue of making sure 
they get credited to the Stevens’ account. 

In the meantime, however, the bank’s fraud department can’t 
provide us with any written confirmation to explain to Kansas City 
what actually is happening. That responsibility falls to me. 

As I was about to end the conversation with the fraud depart-
ment, the representative said she had one other thing she had to 
point out to me. They are required before they return the funds to 
try again to deposit the funds in the bank account specified by the 
thief on the fraudulent return. I won’t say anything about that. 

[Laughter.] 
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Mr. WALKER. The disturbing part in that, however, is that the 
IRS has the power to subpoena the bank records and see all it can 
from that account, see whatever they can learn about it. They also 
have the power to levy that account and seize those funds before 
they go back to the thief, by chance, because if they don’t get them 
back, what they are going to do is turn around and in the next few 
months they will be sending my client notices that they’re going to 
levy their accounts to get the money back. 

That’s a fairly typical situation that as professionals we have to 
deal with, and we’re frustrated because we are professionals. We 
are willing to work with the IRS. We have a wealth of information 
about our clients. It’s a resource that’s not being put to good use. 

Thank you, Senator. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Walker follows:] 
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you. It’s pretty shocking when you hear 
that’s a typical story, what you’ve done just for these two clients. 

I want to thank both of you for your testimony, and I just have 
a few follow-up questions, and then we’ll get to the second panel. 

I want to ask you, Ms. Weeks, in terms of what you’ve been deal-
ing with, how did you first learn that Maddi’s Social Security num-
ber was actually used in a fraudulent return’ What happened to 
you when you did learn that and tried to call the IRS’ 

Ms. WEEKS. We were basically kind of given the run-around by 
each office. I don’t think it was necessarily intentional. I really 
think that everyone we spoke to had no idea where to go next. Spe-
cifically because she was a minor and because she had passed 
away, people didn’t know what our next step should be. They were 
mostly thinking that we were concerned with our return and get-
ting the money, but that was not our primary concern. 

We could have easily filed and gotten the return back and then 
gone through the process, I was told anywhere from six months to 
a year at that point, to regain Madison’s identity, but that was 
never an option for us. We were not going to let them—not the IRS 
but the thieves—take from us the last chance we had on paper to 
say that Madison was our child, that we had two children in our 
family, in our hearts for the rest of our lives. We are a family of 
four, but this was the last chance to say on paper that we were a 
family of four. 

So when we called the offices and pretty much everyone said, 
well, why don’t you just file, it can go through, it was just a big 
run-around. It was impossible to prove that she was ours, but it 
was super easy for someone to take her away from us. That part 
didn’t make sense to me. I had to provide not only my identifying 
information with a birth certificate, Social Security card, driver’s li-
cense, but I also actually had to send over my daughter’s death cer-
tificate to the IRS to prove that she had passed away, as if I would 
call and state that my 7-year-old child was gone when she was not. 
I had to provide multiple copies of that information to multiple 
agencies. 

Senator AYOTTE. Different people. 
Ms. WEEKS. Different people within the same agency. 
Senator AYOTTE. So you were never assigned one point of con-

tact. 
Ms. WEEKS. Never. The only time I was was when I started 

working with your office and the Tax Advocate’s office was as-
signed to me. Other than that, I just kept getting pushed from one 
person to the next person to the next person, and online there was 
very little help as well. It wasn’t even a resource that says, okay, 
this has happened to you and these are the steps you need to take. 
It was all over the board and no one website could give us concrete 
steps as to your child’s identity has been stolen, this is what you 
need to do next, after this you do this, make sure you keep copies 
of this. 

Like I said, the police department made us feel like we were 
being kind of silly filing a police report with them. But then speak-
ing with someone in the IRS office, they said, oh, if you hadn’t got-
ten that, we couldn’t have moved forward. But even the police de-
partment, our tax preparer, none of them were 100 percent sure if 
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we even needed to do that, but we wanted to cover all of our bases, 
so we did. 

Senator AYOTTE. And I know that, as I understand it, you’ve 
heard from other families that have gone through this as well’ 

Ms. WEEKS. Many. 
Senator AYOTTE. Unfortunately. 
Ms. WEEKS. Yes. I am a part of several online support groups for 

grieving families, and when we started going through this, just like 
I do a lot, I shared on the website what we were going through, 
and very quickly the page filled up with ’Us too, us too, us too.’ And 
if it wasn’t their child, it was their sister’s child’s identity had been 
stolen. Multiple friends on Facebook and through personal con-
versations spoke to me about their family members going through 
very similar things. 

A friend of mine, her cousin passed away several years ago when 
he was 19 years old, and his identity was stolen, and the IRS re-
fused to correct the fraudulent return because a check had been 
mailed and the person who stole his identity had cashed it, and 
they told his parents, his grieving parents, that they couldn’t prove 
that they weren’t the ones that received the check and cashed it, 
so they refused to correct the situation. It’s been five years and 
they are still fighting for their son’s identity. It’s not about the 
money for them, just like it wasn’t for us. It was about saying that 
this child is ours and somebody taking that from you. 

Senator AYOTTE. Thanks. 
Mr. Walker, you had referenced the history of having your pro-

fessional history and dealing with this, how things have changed. 
When has this changed’ You used to be able to get better access 
for your clients to be able to help manage their day-to-day tax 
issues, but also resolve issues. So can you give us some perspective 
on—— 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. In the last 18 to 24 months is when we started 
seeing this freeze come on. When you work a client’s issue for mul-
tiple years, as I do, you’re constantly going back to make sure pay-
ments have been made and applied to the right year and so on. So 
you need that access to see those records. 

Senator AYOTTE. And how has the response time been, as some-
one who is a professional? You talked about an hour or two trying 
to get through. Has that been your historical experience, or do you 
think that—— 

Mr. WALKER. Phone service has always been time-consuming. 
There are certain times of the day, if you time it carefully, you can 
get through faster than others, and as a professional you learn 
when those times are. 

One of the problems, of course, with the phone service is that the 
call gets routed anywhere, all over the country. You’re never talk-
ing to the same individual, so you don’t get the same answer. In 
fact, you can call as a professional trying to settle a payment plan, 
and they’ll tell you they want the information on a 433A. You call 
back when you’ve got that financial information on a 433A and that 
person says, oh, I only work a 433F, and on it goes. 

I had one client who owed money. He made seven calls to try to 
pay the balance due and find out what he had to do. He got a dif-
ferent story from every collection agent, and then he came to me. 
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It took me five calls. This was somebody who wanted to pay in full 
his tax debt in four years, and it was an argument over whether 
his financial information was going to be on an A, a B, an F, or 
one of the others. There are five different 433’s. 

Senator AYOTTE. And how do you think we could resolve that’ It 
sounds like getting back to allowing professionals to have tools that 
they’ve had in the past to communicate on behalf of their clients, 
and also more consistency in terms of who you’re dealing with 
when you call, as opposed to being bounced around? 

Mr. WALKER. Yes. There should be, when you’re working these 
cases, it would make sense to have one point of contact. 

Senator AYOTTE. Assigned to you. 
Mr. WALKER. Yes. It would speed things up. If we had access to 

the online tools, the thing is we have the knowledge and the expe-
rience to read those transcripts, to know what’s going on, to do the 
investigation. So when we call we’re not saying, hey, we’ve got this 
problem. We’re calling saying the estimated tax payments for 2013 
were applied to 2008 and they shouldn’t have been, that’s supposed 
to be these payments. We call with solutions. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, I want to thank both of you for taking the 
time to be here today to testify before this committee. It’s very im-
portant to hear the perspective of what are the difficulties that tax-
payers are facing, and I know that there are many of my constitu-
ents who are here, who have written me, who have experienced, 
unfortunately, similar situations where they feel that they’ve got-
ten the run-around. 

So I want to thank both of you for being here, and I’m going to 
call the second panel up, and I’m glad that our second panel cer-
tainly were able to be present and hear directly your experiences 
because they’re in a position where, hopefully, they can address 
these concerns. So thank you both very much for spending the time 
here. 

Ms. WEEKS. Thank you for this opportunity. 
Senator AYOTTE. Thank you. 
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator AYOTTE. Appreciate it. 
[Pause.] 
Senator AYOTTE. I want to thank you for being here today, and 

I appreciate that you had the opportunity to hear from Ms. Weeks 
and Mr. Walker and hear the experiences that they’ve had with 
identity theft, either themselves, unfortunately, or on behalf of 
their clients. 

First I would like to welcome the IRS Commissioner, John 
Koskinen, as well as the Treasury Inspector General, J. Russell 
George, for Tax Administration for the Department of the Treas-
ury, and Mr. Christopher Lee, a Senior Attorney Adviser for the 
National Taxpayer Advocate Service, and thank all of you for being 
here today. 

I would ask you, I know we have your written testimony, and 
certainly you can summarize that if you’d like to. 

So I would ask the Commissioner of the IRS to offer his testi-
mony first. 

Mr. Koskinen. 
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STATEMENT OF HONORABLE JOHN A. KOSKINEN, 
COMMISSIONER, INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Thank you, Senator Ayotte. Thanks for the oppor-
tunity to discuss the IRS’ efforts to combat stolen identity refund 
fraud and to protect taxpayer information from cyber-security 
threats. 

Securing our systems and protecting taxpayer information is a 
top priority for the IRS. Over the past few years we have devoted 
as much time and attention to this challenge as possible, even with 
our constrained resources. Since 2010, we have increased our dedi-
cated spending in this area from just over $20 million to $430 mil-
lion, and we’ve been making steady progress both in terms of pro-
tecting against fraudulent refund claims and prosecuting those who 
engage in this crime. 

Thanks to the work of our Criminal Investigation Division, over 
2,000 individuals have been convicted on Federal charges related 
to refund fraud involving identity theft, over the past few years. 
We currently have about 1,700 open investigations being worked by 
more than 400 IRS criminal investigators. And since 2013, we have 
initiated more than three dozen cases that involve one or more vic-
tims who are New Hampshire residents. 

The total number of identity theft-related convictions and open 
investigations is actually larger than what I just described, when 
you factor in the important work being done by law enforcement 
agencies at the state and local level, in New Hampshire and 
around the country. The IRS works in close collaboration with 
those agencies. 

During calendar year 2014, the IRS protected more than $15 bil-
lion in refunds, including those related to identity theft. We con-
tinue to improve our efforts at stopping fraudulent refunds from 
going out the door. For example, we have improved our processing 
filters, allowing us this year to suspend about 3.2 million sus-
picious returns and hold them for further review, an increase of 
over 500,000 from the year before. 

And we continue to help taxpayers who have been victims of 
identity theft. The IRS has 3,000 people working directly on iden-
tity theft-related cases, and we’ve trained more than 35,000 em-
ployees who regularly work with taxpayers so that these employees 
have the tools to help with identity theft situations when they 
arise. 

In addition, we recently completed our efforts to centralize victim 
assistance with our new Identity Theft Victim Assistance Organiza-
tion. This has allowed us to consolidate work being done by four 
different parts of the IRS into one business operating division. It’s 
also important to note that we provide taxpayers, victimized by 
identity theft with a single point of contact at the IRS via a special 
toll-free telephone line. Taxpayers who become identity theft vic-
tims in 2015 can expect to have their situation resolved in less 
than 120 days, far more quickly than in previous years when cases 
could take over 300 days to resolve. I am a little concerned about 
references made to six months or longer to resolve those cases. 
That’s not our experience overall. 

While this marks a significant improvement, we are continuing 
to work to find ways to shorten this time and ease the burden iden-
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tity theft places on these victims. In 2014, the IRS worked with vic-
tims to resolve and close approximately 826,000 cases of identity 
theft. 

While the IRS has improved its ability to stop individuals from 
perpetrating stolen identity refund fraud, we continue to see an in-
crease in organized crime syndicates around the world engaging in 
these crimes. These cyber-criminals have been able to gather sig-
nificant amounts of personal information as a result of data 
breaches at sources outside the IRS, which makes protecting tax-
payers increasingly challenging and difficult. 

A good illustration of this problem is the unauthorized attempts 
to gain access to our Get Transcript application earlier this year. 
In this instance, the criminals already had accumulated large 
amounts of stolen taxpayer information from other sources which 
allowed them in some cases to access individual prior year tax re-
turns. We shut down the Get Transcript application and it will re-
main disabled until we make modifications and further strengthen 
security for this application. 

To improve our efforts against this complex and evolving threat, 
the IRS held an unprecedented sit-down meeting in March with the 
leaders of the electronic tax industry, the software industry, and 
state tax administrators. All of us agreed to leverage this public- 
private partnership to help battle stolen identity refund fraud. Mo-
tivating us was the understanding that no single organization can 
fight this type of fraud alone. We spent 12 weeks studying what 
needed to be done, and in June we announced new steps to provide 
stronger protections for taxpayers and the nation’s tax system. The 
critical point for taxpayers to understand is that new protections 
will be in place by the time they have to file tax returns in 2016. 

The result is that the Federal Government, states and private in-
dustry will stop more fraud related to identity theft up-front, and 
to the extent fraudulent returns do get through, we will have bet-
ter post-filing analytics to determine ways to adjust our security fil-
ters. We will also continue to enhance our methods of tracking 
down the criminals and add to those 2,000 individuals already 
serving jail time for Federal tax-related identity theft. 

Going forward, the IRS and its partners will continue collabo-
rating to address longer-term issues and build lasting changes. 

Congress, as you note, has an important role to play in the fight 
against stolen identity refund fraud. Adequate funding for the IRS 
is critical. Congress can also help by passing several legislative pro-
posals. One of the most important of these would accelerate the 
due dates of third-party information returns such as W–2’s that 
would allow us to match these documents against income tax re-
turns earlier in the tax-filing process, and would help us more 
quickly spot errors and detect potential fraud. 

Senator Ayotte, this concludes my statement. I’d be happy to 
take questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Koskinen follows:] 
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Commissioner. 
We will now hear from the Treasury Inspector General, J. Rus-

sell George, for the Tax Administration Department of the Treas-
ury. 

STATEMENT OF HONORABLE J. RUSSELL GEORGE, INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL FOR TAX ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT OF 
THE TREASURY 

Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Senator Ayotte, for hosting this hearing 
and the opportunity to provide testimony on the important subject 
of identity theft and the impact it has on both the Internal Rev-
enue Service and taxpayers. 

The Treasury Inspector General for Tax Administration, or 
TIGTA, has provided ongoing oversight and testimony on tax 
fraud-related identity theft. Our audit work shows that while the 
IRS is making progress in detecting and resolving identity theft 
and assisting victims, improvements are still needed. 

My comments today will focus on the results of our prior audit 
work and our ongoing work to assess the IRS’ progress on this 
issue. 

The IRS continues to make progress on both preventing fraudu-
lent tax returns from entering the tax processing system and on de-
tecting fraudulent tax returns during processing. The IRS reported 
that in processing year 2014, and that’s when they consider the tax 
returns from 2013, it detected and prevented over $24 billion in 
identity theft refund fraud. 

The IRS continues to expand the number of filters used to detect 
identity theft refund fraud at the time tax returns are processed. 
For example, the IRS increased the number of filters from 80 filters 
during processing year 2013 to 114 filters during processing year 
2014. As of September 30th, 2014, these filters were used to detect 
over 830,000 tax returns and prevented the issuance of over $5 bil-
lion in fraudulent tax refunds. 

TIGTA has previously identified large volumes of undetected po-
tentially fraudulent tax returns with tax refunds issued to the 
same addresses or deposited into the same bank accounts. In re-
sponse, the IRS developed and implemented a clustering filter. 
Using this tool, the IRS reported that as of early October 2014, it 
had identified approximately 517,000 tax returns and prevented 
the issuance of over $3 billion in fraudulent tax refunds. 

In addition, beginning with the 2015 filing season, the IRS im-
plemented restrictions to limit the number of deposits to a single 
bank account. TIGTA is currently evaluating whether this is work-
ing as intended. 

Notwithstanding improvements in its detection efforts, access to 
third-party information, both income and withholding, is the key to 
enabling the IRS to prevent the continued issuance of billions of 
dollars in fraudulent tax refunds. Most of the third-party income 
and withholding information is not received by the IRS until well 
after tax return filing season begins. So, for example, the annual 
deadline for filing most information returns—we’re talking about 
the W–2s and the 1099s—with the IRS is March 31st. Yet tax-
payers can begin filing their tax returns as early as mid-January 
each year. For the 2014 filing season, the IRS had received over 90 
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million tax returns as of March 28th, 2014. Legislation would be 
needed to accelerate the filing of the information returns. 

One practice that is designed to protect taxpayers from being vic-
timized again the following year is the issuance of identity protec-
tion personal identification numbers. However, TIGTA reported in 
September 2014 that over 530,000 eligible taxpayers were not pro-
vided these numbers as required. Additionally, we have previously 
reported that identity theft victims experienced long delays in re-
solving their tax accounts. We found that in Fiscal Year 2013, the 
IRS took an average of 278 days to resolve the tax accounts. Our 
review also identified that the IRS made errors on the tax accounts 
of victims of identity theft, resulting in delayed refunds and requir-
ing the IRS to reopen cases and take additional actions to resolve 
the errors. 

Recently, the IRS announced that unauthorized users were suc-
cessful in obtaining access to over 350,000 taxpayer accounts using 
its Get Transcript application. The IRS believes that some of this 
information may have been gathered to file fraudulent returns dur-
ing the upcoming 2016 filing season. TIGTA continues to inves-
tigate this incident, coordinating with other Federal law enforce-
ment agencies. TIGTA has an audit ongoing to evaluate the IRS’ 
assistance provided to victims of the Get Transcript data breach. 

We at TIGTA, Senator, remain concerned about the ever-increas-
ing attempts to defraud taxpayers through identity theft and other 
scams. Because of the importance of these issues, we plan to pro-
vide continuing audit coverage of the IRS’ efforts to prevent tax 
identity theft and will continue to investigate any instances of at-
tempts to corrupt or otherwise interfere with the nation’s system 
of tax administration. 

Senator Ayotte, thank you for the opportunity to provide an up-
date on our work on this critical tax administration issue and to 
share my views. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. George follows:] 
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you. 
Mr. Christopher Lee, Senior Adviser Attorney for the National 

Taxpayer Advocate Service. 
Thank you, Mr. Lee. 

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER LEE, SENIOR ATTORNEY 
ADVISER, NATIONAL TAXPAYER ADVOCATE SERVICE 

Mr. LEE. Senator Ayotte, thank you for inviting me to speak 
today about tax identity theft. When I joined the Taxpayer Advo-
cate Service in 2004, one of my first assignments was to look into 
how the IRS was dealing with the small but growing problem of 
identity theft. Since then, the National Taxpayer Advocate has in-
cluded identity theft as the most serious problem in nearly every 
annual report she has delivered to Congress. 

Today, identity theft cases account for approximately one-quarter 
of all TAS case receipts. These cases are usually very complex, 
often involving many years and involving multiple issues. In TAS, 
we assign a single case advocate to work with the taxpayer from 
day one until all related issues have been resolved. The taxpayer 
has the case advocate’s direct phone number and deals solely with 
this case advocate throughout, no matter how many IRS employees 
are involved in the back end. 

I am pleased to report that TAS resolves identity theft cases in 
about 66 days. To get an accurate sense of how long it takes the 
IRS to work an identity theft case, TAS reviewed a representative 
sample of approximately 400 identity theft cases closed by the IRS 
during the month of June 2014. We found that the average cycle 
time was 179 days, or about six months. We reported this and 
other key findings in Volume II of the National Taxpayer Advo-
cate’s 2014 Annual Report to Congress that we released in Decem-
ber. 

Apart from the time and aggravation in having to prove one’s 
own identity again and again, the most significant impact to a vic-
tim of tax-related identity theft is the delay in receiving his or her 
refund. With the average refund amount being approximately 
$2,700, getting access to their tax refund is a big deal, particularly 
for low-income taxpayers, which is why we have been pushing the 
IRS to resolve these cases promptly. 

Some victims also experience consequences when other Federal 
agencies or private businesses rely on IRS data. For example, the 
IRS generally will not release account transcripts while an identity 
theft case is pending, so students applying for financial aid and 
homeowners applying for a mortgage may face additional obstacles. 

Despite a memo from the IRS Office of Chief Counsel concluding 
that the IRS may share with the victim a copy of a return filed by 
an identity thief, the IRS continues to deny such requests. Commis-
sioner Koskinen recently committed that the IRS would allow iden-
tity theft victims to obtain redacted copies of tax returns filed 
under their SSN. We support this decision and look forward to the 
adoption of the new procedures, and we thank you for your involve-
ment in this decision. 

In many instances, the IRS is the first to learn of the identity 
theft. In 2011, we recommended that when the IRS discovers that 
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a taxpayer’s SSN is used without authorization to file a tax return, 
it immediately notify the SSN owner. 

Last summer the IRS conducted a pilot program and notified ap-
proximately 25,000 taxpayers that their SSN had been misused for 
tax purposes. The IRS is currently evaluating recommendations 
from the pilot, and we urge the IRS to adopt the recommendation 
that it systemically issue letters to taxpayers informing them that 
someone has attempted to file a tax return using their SSN. 

Thus far, I have focused on the victim assistance aspects of iden-
tity theft. Now I will share some thoughts on what the IRS is doing 
to prevent identity theft from occurring in the first place. 

The IRS uses targeted filters to suspend the processing of tax re-
turns that it suspects were filed by identity thieves. While we sup-
port the use of data-driven models to detect suspicious tax returns, 
the IRS has an obligation to sufficiently test these filters prior to 
rolling them out. This filing season approximately one out of three 
returns suspended by one such program, the Taxpayer Protection 
Program, were false positives, meaning that hundreds of thousands 
of taxpayers who had filed legitimate returns had to spend time 
contacting the IRS to verify their identity. This resulted in a severe 
backlog of calls to the Taxpayer Protection Program phone line, 
and in some weeks only 1 in 10 callers got through to an assister. 
We cannot afford to have a repeat of this filing season when far 
too many legitimate filers were inconvenienced and then were un-
able to reach an assister when they called the number instructed. 

All this does not paint a pretty picture, but there is some good 
news. The IRS has recently reorganized its identity theft victim as-
sistance units, moving toward a more centralized approach for 
which our office has long advocated. TAS will be involved in the re-
engineering of identity theft victim assistance procedures this fall, 
and we will reiterate our recommendation that when a case in-
volves multiple issues, one IRS employee should oversee the case 
to make sure the problems are handled in a coordinated manner. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify today and would be happy 
to answer your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lee follows:] 
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Lee. 
Commissioner Koskinen, first of all—you heard Ms. Weeks’ testi-

mony, and I wrote to you, really at her urging, to ensure that tax-
payers could get a copy of their fraudulent return. You have agreed 
now to do that. I have to tell you, since you agreed to do that, peo-
ple across the country have been contacting my office on this issue. 
So when will this happen’ Because I know not only Ms. Weeks, but 
many taxpayers, they want to know how their information was 
misused so that they can take steps to protect themselves, and ob-
viously I think all of us, if we were a victim, would want to know 
the full extent of how such personal information is being abused. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. And as you know, we support that need. We 
think taxpayers do need to be able to have access to that informa-
tion, if for nothing else, as Ms. Weeks noted, just to close the circle 
and to understand what’s been involved. 

Senator AYOTTE. I think it can also help you understand what 
you need to do to protect yourself, too. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. For instance, with Get Transcript, we imme-
diately, as soon as we found there was an issue, notified taxpayers. 
I do think that taxpayers need to get notice. I think they need to 
have access to the information. 

Since you and I talked it has turned out that, like everything, 
it’s more complicated to get the system to work than I had hoped. 
Part of it is because we have an obligation under Section 6103 to 
protect taxpayer information. So the complication is—and we’re 
talking about, as you know, hundreds of thousands of identity theft 
cases a year—that when a return is filed, there may be more than 
one taxpayer’s Social Security number involved. For instance, in 
Ms. Weeks’ case, where a child is taken as a dependent, what’s 
happening at the top of that fraudulent return is that there are 
other stolen identities. So that information can’t be provided be-
cause those are real people. It’s just that somebody has stolen that 
information and impersonated them. So we can’t provide that infor-
mation to any of the other taxpayers on the return. 

Similarly, attachments, whether they’re W–2’s or other forms, of-
tentimes have stolen information from other taxpayers. We are not 
allowed to share, for instance with Ms. Weeks, the other taxpayer 
who has had their information stolen. 

To do it manually, if you think about it, you’d say, well, I could 
redact that information pretty quickly. But what we need is a sys-
tem that will do that automatically so that we can regularly pro-
vide this information. 

I had hoped we’d get that up sooner. I am told that in a few 
weeks we will be able to, as a regular matter for any taxpayer, be 
able to provide that. 

If your identity is stolen and it is the identity used for filing the 
return, then that information is all available to the taxpayer. 

Senator AYOTTE. They can get everything if they’re using their 
identity. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. If you’re using your identity. In cases like Ms. 
Weeks’, where it’s simply a stolen identity to add to a deduction 
but it’s not the return, that’s where it gets more complicated as to 
how much information is there. In Ms. Weeks’ case, for instance, 
the only use of the identity, and that’s generally the case for a 
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child, is just to use the child’s Social Security number. There is no 
other information about the child on that return. She’s been a good 
catalyst for all of us to try to get this problem solved. In her case, 
when she gets the copy of the return, the information will all be 
redacted because the data belongs to the other taxpayer-vic-
tims—— 

Senator AYOTTE. So what kind of investigation is being done to 
ensure that the taxpayer information at the top isn’t just another 
innocent taxpayer who has been stolen but someone who may be 
involved in some way in the perpetration’ Is there a follow-through 
done’ 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. 
Senator AYOTTE. Because I think, at the end of the day, we’re all 

appalled at what’s happened to the Weeks family, and we want to 
make sure we get those who have committed this horrific crime 
and hold them accountable. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. The challenge for the entire economy in a 
digital age is the tremendous amount of personal data that’s avail-
able to criminals. The estimate is over 100 million Americans have 
data out in the hands of criminals. The Dark Net, as it’s called, the 
underside of the Web, has an estimated five times as much infor-
mation as the entire Public Web. There are criminal syndicates in 
Russia, for instance, reputed to have 1 billion user identity’s and 
passwords. 

So what’s happening with children, children’s identity’s and So-
cial Security numbers are used in schools, they’re used in hospitals, 
they’re used with regard to health care. On certificates, when chil-
dren or adults die, that information is available. Congress sup-
ported us and we shut down the availability of the Death Master 
File, because what criminals want is to file a return where there 
isn’t going to be a competing return. They increase their chances 
of getting through. So that’s why they like people who are de-
ceased, poor people who are not likely to file, elderly people who 
are not likely to file. 

In any event, the bottom line is taxpayers deserve to have as 
much information about that false return as we can provide them. 
As I say, within the next few weeks I am advised, because I’ve 
asked this question again, that we will have a system that will 
allow people automatically to get that information. 

Senator AYOTTE. So, Commissioner, in the next few weeks, what 
can I expect as a deadline? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Well, I asked that question, and we have a lot 
going on. Our people have said that they would like to certainly be-
fore October is over. In other words, in the next six to eight weeks 
we should have that system. It’s already being built. We’ve got the 
legal authority for it. We hope to then regularly be able to provide 
that information before we get very far into the fall. I could not pin 
them down any further because we’re also doing all of the IT work 
to get ready for the next filing season. 

Senator AYOTTE. All right. I need you to pin them down. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. All right, I will. 
Senator AYOTTE. Because this is important. 
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Mr. KOSKINEN. I will start by saying that if it’s not ready by the 
end of October, I will want to know. If we can get it earlier than 
that, we will do that. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, we’ll be following up. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. And that would be fine. 
Senator AYOTTE. Because this is incredibly important, not just to 

Ms. Weeks, but I know many of the taxpayers that are here today 
who want more information about how their personal information 
has been misused. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Right. 
Senator AYOTTE. So this is one where I hope you’ll make it a top 

priority to get this done. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. Right. And one of the things we are concerned 

about is that this is information that the criminals have gotten 
from somewhere else. So when they get enough information to file 
a false return, or to access a Get Transcript account, our major con-
cern for taxpayers is to understand that data is out there and they 
need to know what’s on the tax return, but more importantly, they 
need to then take steps to protect their information. 

Senator AYOTTE. Absolutely. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. It goes to changing your identity, changing your 

passwords, not using the same—— 
Senator AYOTTE. It’s a huge process and a big rigmarole. When 

you become the victim of identity theft, all your credit information, 
everything is impacted. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. And so whatever we can do to be helpful, we 
are going to try to do. It’s a traumatic event for taxpayers. 

Senator AYOTTE. It is. I’m going to hold you to that. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. That’s fine. I’m happy to be held to that. 
Senator AYOTTE. I appreciate it. 
So, I wanted to follow up, with Mr. Lee, and Inspector George. 

I know the Commissioner says we’re going to assign one point of 
contact now, and that sounds new to me on this, because we heard 
the story from Ms. Weeks, we heard the story from Mr. Walker as 
well, about the jumping around and the rigmarole that people are 
going through when they’re trying to correct the record—in Mr. 
Walker’s case, when his clients actually tried to return money to 
the Treasury. 

So when will this get in place? 
The other question I have is I know you said 120 days, but just 

listening to everyone here I heard 120 days, and then I heard 278 
days, and then I heard 179 days. I bet you if I went out into that 
audience and asked folks out there that were victims of identity 
theft, they’d be talking about hundreds and hundreds of days, un-
fortunately. 

So can you clarify that for us and how we’re going to get more 
responsive here and make it easier for people? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. Let me just clarify one thing. As noted, we 
have consolidated what used to be in four different departments of 
the IRS to try to get a single point of operations and contact. The 
issue that the Taxpayer Advocate, Nina Olson, and I continue to 
discuss is, whether within that now centralized unit—which we 
think will be much more efficient and allow us to move faster— 
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whether you should have an individual person answering the 
phone. 

The Taxpayer Advocate, as Mr. Lee pointed out, suggests that if 
there are complications, there ought to be one person. Our sense 
is if we can build the right system—for instance, when you call an 
airline and talk to someone, when you call back you don’t get the 
same person, but they have a system that allows them to know ex-
actly what you said the last time you called. We are not quite there 
yet, but our hope is, with a little bit of funding, that we can actu-
ally build a record so that when you call the next time your pre-
vious discussion is already readily available. Because otherwise, 
that’s when people think a single person is good. 

The problem with a single person, the reason airlines and Ama-
zon don’t do that, is that when you call back, they may be on vaca-
tion, they could be at lunch, they could be on another phone line. 
But I take the point, that there’s nothing more frustrating, and 
nothing has been more frustrating, than being moved from one part 
of the agency to another. 

Senator AYOTTE. Right. It’s like you told your story once, and 
then you get someone new and they don’t know anything about it. 

I wanted to allow Mr. George and Mr. Lee to comment on that 
as well. 

Mr. GEORGE. As it relates to the timing, Senator, the IRS issued 
guidance in Fiscal Year 2013 to inform taxpayers, for their employ-
ees, IRS employees to inform taxpayers that these matters would 
be resolved in 180 days. 

Senator AYOTTE. Okay. 
Mr. GEORGE. What we uncovered is that during that timeframe, 

Fiscal Year 2013—oh, and what they also did, the IRS informed 
the oversight board, the IRS oversight board that they were resolv-
ing these matters in 120 days. So that’s where—— 

Senator AYOTTE. So in other words, if I’m a victim of identity 
theft, the IRS is saying 180 days. 

Mr. GEORGE. That was the guidance that they issued. 
Senator AYOTTE. That was the last guidance on the issue. 
Mr. GEORGE. Unless there was subsequent guidance, and that 

one I can’t say for the record. 
Senator AYOTTE. So what is really happening? 
Mr. GEORGE. Well, what is happening is the information that 

was reported out, the IRS eliminated an entire subset of cases 
closed during Fiscal Year 2013. The information that they relayed 
was cases that were open and closed in Fiscal Year 2013, as op-
posed to the previous cases that had come to their attention in Fis-
cal Year 2012 and prior that were also closed. So that eliminated 
almost two-thirds of the cases that were outstanding that they re-
ported out on. So that’s why there’s a difference of opinion as to 
the number of cases. 

Senator AYOTTE. What are you hearing, Mr. Lee, in terms of—— 
Mr. GEORGE. Or the number of days, rather. 
Senator AYOTTE. I’m sorry. Mr. Lee, and then go ahead if you 

have more to offer, Mr. George. 
Mr. LEE. Yes, I think there are a couple of things going on. Num-

ber one, the IRS is continually improving their processes. So I 
think TIGTA has looked at the cycle time of identity theft cases in 
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each of the past three years, and the first year, I guess Fiscal Year 
2008, before they came out in 2013 they came out with an estimate 
of 414 days, and then the following year they came out with reports 
saying the average cycle time was 212 days, and then earlier this 
year the cycle time was reported as 278 days. So clearly, the IRS 
is improving its processes. 

Especially in 2013 the IRS has new processes, and I believe even 
in TIGTA’s report where they estimate 278 days, they used a figure 
of 174 days with the new procedures. So I think six months is the 
most accurate estimate. We conducted a thorough review last sum-
mer where we looked at 400 cases selected at random of all IRS 
cases closed in June 2014, and we came out with 180 days. 

We’ve heard reports from certain groups within the IRS saying 
they were going to close their cases in 120 days, which is great. 
But what we found is that the IRS often looks at cases on a mod-
ule-by-module basis. So even if that particular function was able to 
close cases in 120 days—— 

Senator AYOTTE. It’s not fully closed. 
Mr. LEE.—it doesn’t mean that all the taxpayers’ issues were re-

solved in that 120 days. So I believe our estimate—— 
Senator AYOTTE. So let’s get to the bottom line here, would we 

all agree that the number of days is unacceptable that people are 
waiting right now? Because I’m hearing a number of six-month sto-
ries, if not longer. 

Yes or no? Mr. Lee? 
Mr. LEE. Yes, I feel that six months is not acceptable, but it’s ob-

viously much better than 278 days. 
Senator AYOTTE. It’s all relative. But if you are a victim, that’s 

a long time, especially if your tax refund. We’ve got constituents, 
people who need these tax refunds to pay important bills to keep 
going. 

Mr. GEORGE. And I’m sure that the Commissioner will address 
this further, and there is no question that it’s unacceptable, but the 
IRS is restricted by resources, Senator. There’s no question about 
that. Additional resources would allow for more attention to this 
matter. During the tax filing season, individuals who would other-
wise work on these types of cases and assist taxpayers have to now 
take on phone questions, responsibilities to respond to questions 
about filing tax information, and so they have to put aside their 
cases working on tax-related identity theft. 

But again, I’ll refer to the Commissioner. 
Senator AYOTTE. Commissioner. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. Well, I don’t want every problem when I testify 

to be tied to the budget, but the Inspector General is correct. Ulti-
mately, this is a question of manpower or person power in terms 
of addressing it. 

I think what you’ve heard, we’d all agree, is the process is much 
better than it was three or four years ago. As the Inspector General 
said, part of what happens in the measuring of time is the old 
cases took longer. If you add them into the newer cases, which take 
less time, the average is still higher. 

Our goal is to get it down to 120 days or less for cases when they 
start. We still have cases thattake longer. Even 120 days we aren’t 
satisfied with. But as the Inspector General said, we think the con-
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solidation of the four departments into one will allow us to move 
more quickly. But ultimately, in the middle of tax season when 
we’re processing 150 million returns, the fact that we have several 
thousand fewer people on the phones means that the system bogs 
down. 

Senator AYOTTE. Mr. Lee. 
Mr. LEE. Senator, I just want to mention that the Taxpayer Ad-

vocate Service is also faced with budget constraints. But if a tax-
payer is facing economic burden, they are able to come to us and 
we’ve been able to get them the refund in a much shorter time, in 
about two months. So that is one option. We don’t want all of the 
IRS’ identity theft cases, but when the taxpayer has a hardship or 
economic burden, we are happy to take on their case. 

Senator AYOTTE. I appreciate it. And I just want to also make 
sure that we clarify. As I understand the resource issue, I know 
that the amount committed to taxpayer services was actually the 
same, because you and I have kind of gone around a little bit on 
this, from 2014 to 2015. But as I understand it, the agency chose 
to reallocate about $133 million in user fees from taxpayer services 
to operation support accounts, most of which has gone to imple-
ment the new health care law. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Correct. What’s important to understand is that 
we have user fees that historically have been used as a buffer to 
allow us to fund unfunded issues as they come up. This year the 
ABLE Act was passed in December. We don’t have a budget for 
that. The health coverage tax credit has been passed, and we don’t 
have a budget for that. Normally we’d apply user fees. 

Well, in the last three or four years, because the taxpayer serv-
ices, account has never been fully funded, we used user fees to sup-
port it, and this last year we used $50 million to support it. But 
that was about $100 million less than we used the year before, and 
you’re right, we had to put that into supporting the establishment 
of the Affordable Care Act, both because it’s a statutory mandate 
and also, for taxpayers, we had to be able to run the filing season 
and process 5 or 6 million returns that, in fact, reconciled the ad-
vance premium tax credits received. 

So we have enforcement, we have taxpayer service, we have IT 
operations and maintenance, and as the budget has been cut for 
five years, we had to balance where we put these funds. 

Senator AYOTTE. I just want to make sure we’re clear, though, 
in terms of what was allocated between 2014 and 2015 for taxpayer 
services. That number has remained the same, but you had other 
responsibilities added. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. That number as an appropriation remained the 
same, but because of the fact that the appropriation overall was 
cut, it meant that the $100 million that would have gone into tax-
payer services—— 

Senator AYOTTE. Right. But when Congress put the money for 
the services, that’s where they put the same amount of money, 
right? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Right, and when I testified to the appropriators, 
I said if we were held flat our taxpayer service was going to be at 
the 50 to 60 percent level. When it turned out that we weren’t held 
flat, that in fact our budget was cut by $350 million, we had no 



121 

choice but to take $100 million to fund the statutory mandate 
passed by Congress. 

Senator AYOTTE. To deal with the new law, the Affordable Care 
Act. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. To deal with the new law, yes. This year we are 
having to take money out of enforcement and taxpayer services, to 
fund other statutory unfunded mandates. The ABLE Act is a per-
fectly good act. The Health Coverage Tax Credit is a perfectly good 
act. We have no money provided by Congress to fund the imple-
mentation of those programs. We have to do it. The only place it 
comes from is either enforcement, taxpayer services, or our ongoing 
IT work. 

Senator AYOTTE. So let me ask the Inspector General, you’ve 
made a number of recommendations that you believe the IRS could 
implement to save money. What thoughts do you have on that? 

Mr. GEORGE. What I’d like permission to do, Senator, is to pro-
vide you in writing a thorough listing, but I’ll just give you what 
I think would be the most helpful way for the IRS to do its mission 
and for the U.S. Treasury to benefit. 

Senator AYOTTE. Sure. 
Mr. GEORGE. When the information reported to the IRS on in-

come is provided by a third party, we have uncovered during the 
course of all the audit work that we’ve done and from outside 
sources that the compliance rate among taxpayers who fall into 
that category—and again, the category is somebody else is report-
ing that the taxpayer earned $100 that year or that pay period, 
that year—it’s almost 98 to 99 percent compliance rate. 

At the opposite end of that spectrum are people who operate 
businesses on a cash-only basis who self-report, the compliance rate 
is under 20 percent. 

So if there was a requirement for everyone to have some form of 
information sharing by an outside or independent party, that would 
tremendously empower the IRS and the American taxpayer overall. 

Another study, and this was done professionally. If you are asked 
″Should you pay all the taxes you owe to the Federal Government’’ 
again you have a 90-plus rate, ’Yes, I should.’ If the question is 
changed, Senator, slightly to say, ’What if your neighbor down the 
block, Ms. Jones, isn’t paying everything that she owes’’ then the 
compliance rate goes down dramatically, because if she isn’t paying 
everything, then why should I pay everything? 

So the bottom line, again, is third-party reporting. Then there’s 
access to the new-hire database which is held in the Department 
of Health and Human Services, so that too could provide the IRS 
with tools to determine whether the information they’re receiving 
is accurate, whether the person actually did earn what he or she 
said in the tax return that they filed. And then, of course, working 
on a lot of the refundable credits and the like, making sure people 
who—— 

Senator AYOTTE. Additional child tax credit, earned income tax 
credit. Yes, we’ve talked about the fraud and issues that need to 
be resolved. They could be better addressed there. I know you’ve 
issued reports about that. 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. 
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Senator AYOTTE. And I also have legislation to address some of 
that. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. I would just add one thing, because we have an 
obligation to be as efficient as we can. We have an obligation to our 
employees. We have a great workforce who are committed to pro-
viding taxpayers the best service we can. People most frustrated by 
the level of taxpayer service are our taxpayer service employees, 
the people in the call centers who know the level of service they 
want to provide, they know the level of service taxpayers expect, 
and they are frustrated because we can’t deliver. We just don’t 
have the resources. 

In the little over 20 months since I started as Commissioner, the 
GAO, the Inspector General, the Taxpayer Advocate, and the over-
sight board all independently have stated to Congress that the IRS 
is under-funded and that, in fact, if we continue to have budget 
cuts, the level of services, the level of enforcement, the level of se-
curity will do nothing but go down. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, I would certainly like a commitment as 
well. I know there have been a number of issues raised, including 
the issue of when in 2014 IRS employees received bonuses in which 
they were rewarded after a report done by TIGTA revealed that the 
IRS had awarded $2.8 million in bonuses to more than 2,800 em-
ployees that had broken agency rules of conduct, including over 
1,000 employees who owed back taxes themselves. So if we’re going 
to allocate additional resources, we need better management also, 
and I have a list of issues like that that I know have been brought 
up in GAO and TIGTA reports, Commissioner. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. If you would like to send me that list. In that 
case, for instance, we have changed that rule. No longer does an 
employee—they’re not bonuses, they’re performance awards—even 
if a performance award is earned, no longer will it be paid to an 
employee who has violated an obligation, a serious obligation of the 
IRS, or is not compliant on their taxes. We’ve advised the union 
about that, and they have agreed. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, I appreciate that. I’ll send you a list. I 
have a list. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. I’ll be happy to have the list. 
Senator AYOTTE. I have a list. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. Because I agree with you. Taxpayers need to 

know and be comfortable that they’re going to get treated fairly no 
matter who they are and no matter what political party they be-
long to. We’re spending taxpayer dollars, and taxpayers need to be 
comfortable that we are careful about it, that we’re frugal, that 
we’re as efficient as we can be. I think that’s an obligation we have. 

Senator AYOTTE. And recognize the immense power that the IRS 
has, and it’s important in the sense that people, when they’re inter-
acting with the IRS, you have a tremendous amount of power, and 
it can be very intimidating. 

I wanted to follow up, on some of the issues that Mr. Walker 
raised as well. He raised an issue of the fact that things have 
changed in terms of how the professional community is able to get 
basic information using electronic databases on behalf of their cli-
ents. He described, I think, quite a run-around of trying to best 
represent his clients in a way when they’ve been victims of identity 



123 

theft, but also the story that he told about the check, when they 
were trying to correct the record and the run-around that has been 
given for this poor couple. 

So what’s happened that the professional community isn’t able to 
be part of the solution here and partner to help represent their cli-
ents as best they can to prevent identity theft, number one; and 
then hopefully if they become victims, to correct it? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. I was concerned about those vignettes because 
our most important partners in tax filing season are, in fact, CPAs, 
enrolled agents, tax attorneys, and preparers generally. But cer-
tainly enrolled agents and CPAs, we have partnerships with them, 
with the National Enrolled Agents Association. We have standing 
panels. We have advisory committees composed of preparers. I 
know the practitioner priority line, which is a line specially set 
aside for practitioners. Again, because of the cuts in personnel, as 
I said during the last year, it’s an oxymoron. It’s no longer a pri-
ority. You have to stay on the phone if you’re a practitioner almost 
as long as taxpayers, and that’s unacceptable because, as noted, 
the professionals on that line are in a position to solve problems 
and solve them quickly. 

This is the first I’ve heard that they have been declined access 
or can’t get access electronically. We are concerned with electronic 
security, and we’re dealing with very sophisticated, well-funded, or-
ganized criminals. A target of opportunity for them, besides retail 
operations, are tax preparers. They are increasingly trying to, in 
fact, steal the identity of tax preparers. 

So one of the issues we have is security, but this is the first time 
I’ve heard that they’re having trouble getting in, because they 
shouldn’t. We should be able to provide them easy access. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, absolutely, because they are part of the 
solution. 

Maybe, Mr. Lee, you’ve run into this in some of the work that 
you’ve done as well? 

Mr. LEE. I actually haven’t been that involved in the practitioner 
aspect of it, so I don’t think I can comment. But I agree with the 
Commissioner that the practitioners need to be included since they 
are—— 

Senator AYOTTE. I hope from this hearing we can have some fol-
low-up to what Mr. Walker is dealing with, to help professionals 
help their clients to solve these problems. Obviously, if someone 
doesn’t have the benefit of having professional help, we’ve just got 
to get this right for a person on their own to be able to resolve it 
more easily. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. As I’ve said—and you’re exactly right, we have 
the possibility or the likelihood that we are intimidating to tax-
payers. As our surveys have shown, if you ask taxpayers how 
they’d like to deal with this, the highest priority is not to have to 
deal with us at all. 

Senator AYOTTE. Not to have to deal with it. Who wants to deal 
with the IRS, right? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Right, we understand that. 
Senator AYOTTE. Here you have people trying to correct the 

record with the IRS and—— 
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Mr. KOSKINEN. So one of the things we’re trying to get people to 
understand and what I was surprised to learn when I became the 
Commissioner is the amount of time and effort we spend actually 
trying to help taxpayers. We have thousands of people on the 
phone, and their only job is to help taxpayers. 

So I have said, and I mean it honestly, if you have an issue with 
the IRS, you’re trying to correct an issue, you’re just trying to fig-
ure out how to make a payment or you have problems, you’ve lost 
a job, you have other challenges, you want to create an installment 
payment, we want to work with you. You don’t have to call some-
body off late-night TV to send them your account. If you’re trying 
to become compliant, if you’re trying to work it through, we want 
to work with you. 

If you’re trying to avoid taxes, if you’re trying to cheat, then 
we’re happy to be unhappy about that, and those are the people 
who should be intimidated. 

But we’re trying to make sure taxpayers understand we really 
take seriously, as you noted in your opening statement, our com-
mitment and our mission to provide effective and appropriate tax-
payer service. So wherever we can improve, we’re going to try to 
do it. As I say, with Mr. Walker, I’m going to find out. As you 
noted, we have working panels all around the country where we 
have IRS executives and enrolled agents working regularly to deal 
with problems. 

Senator AYOTTE. I think you’d better include him on this because 
he’s got some good—— 

Mr. KOSKINEN. He’s already on some of them, as he noted. But 
we will find out, because I do think nobody is more important to 
us than professional preparers. As he said, they’re solution pro-
viders. They can get the information. They can work with us to 
help expedite solutions. But even if you don’t have a preparer, we 
are very anxious to help make it as smooth a process as possible. 

Senator AYOTTE. Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Senator. Related to what the Commis-

sioner just said, the paid preparers are the vanguard because of 
the amount of work and the systems they provide the IRS and to 
the taxpayer. But you have to be honest when you think about the 
complexity of the tax code. One of the tax credits that is most 
abused throughout the tax code is the earned income tax credit. 
The instructions for completing that are 30 to 40 pages long, and 
the average person who takes advantage of that normally does not 
have the wherewithal to complete that him or herself. 

But keep in mind, we’ve estimated, as has the IRS, upwards of 
$20 billion a year is sent out incorrectly under that program. Now, 
a lot of the people who do benefit from that are getting some assist-
ance preparing their taxes. I’m not going to point to, and we’re not 
in a position to point to any particular source, but you need tax 
preparers, whether they’re paid or whether they’re volunteer, to 
not be complicit or to follow the rules that are required now to con-
firm that, yes, this person does that have dependent and is eligible 
to apply and receive this refundable credit, which means they don’t 
need to owe taxes in order to get the money from the Treasury 
through the IRS. 
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So complexity is important, or diminishing the complexity of 
completing your taxes. 

Senator AYOTTE. Absolutely. And then, of course, for the addi-
tional child tax credit, you don’t have to use the Social Security 
number for the child. We know you’ve issued reports on the billions 
of dollars that could be saved there, as well. 

Mr. GEORGE. We believe, although the IRS has a very different 
interpretation, that the ITIN, the Individual Taxpayer Identifica-
tion Number, is sufficient for that credit. We don’t agree with that 
interpretation, but the IRS has a different point of view there. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, I have legislation filed on that piece, and 
I think we’ll save billions of dollars if we take the step that TIGTA 
has recommended on that. 

I wanted to make sure that we don’t leave out two important 
issues. Number one, prevention. I know that we’ve heard that the 
Get Transcript issue, I believe you testified that the number was 
350,000 potential impacts to taxpayers of personal information 
from how that was infiltrated. How are we going to prevent that 
in the future? 

And then to Mr. Lee’s point, with the added filtering that the 
IRS is putting in. We want to make sure that we’re doing whatever 
we can to prevent identity theft. The one-in-three false positives for 
people who are being flagged and then put through a rigmarole, 
how are we going to address those pieces? So what more to ensure 
that something like Get Transcript doesn’t happen again? And then 
secondly, so we don’t have so many false positives? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think this is important. That 350,000 figure I 
think is misleading because that doesn’t include the dependents 
and others whose information is also contained—— 

Senator AYOTTE. So it’s misleading in a—it’s bigger. 
Mr. GEORGE. It’s a low-ball figure. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. I wouldn’t call it low. 
Senator AYOTTE. So those are just the filers versus everyone 

else’s information that may be impacted. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. And we notify everyone on there about the issues. 

The Get Transcript and the false positives, these are two related 
issues. We could make it impossible for a criminal to have access 
to Get Transcript, but at the same time we’d be making it impos-
sible for a legitimate taxpayer to have access to Get Transcript. 

Even with the system in place, the criminal with all of that infor-
mation still couldn’t get through, but 22 percent of the taxpayers 
trying to get hold of transcripts can’t get through because they 
can’t answer their own questions. 

So as we get better filters, we’re going to have higher false 
positives. But the other side of the one-third false positive it means 
that two-thirds of those refunds stopped were fraudulent. Had we 
had lower false positives, we would have had fewer stops and more 
identity theft. When we stop it at the door, it’s a lot easier to re-
solve your account. 

Senator AYOTTE. Just so we’re clear, when we’re talking about 
filters, or we’re talking about how do we stop up-front, we’re talk-
ing about things like multi-step verification where I’m asked what’s 
my mother’s maiden name, all those issues. 
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Mr. KOSKINEN. Right. But when you file your return, we want to 
have a set of filters looking for anomalies to determine whether 
that’s really your return. This year we stopped 3.2 million returns 
that are suspicious. Probably a third of those are going to turn out 
to have been real taxpayers and their refund would have been de-
layed. The other two-thirds, a couple of million of them, will turned 
out to have been fraudulent. 

So the tradeoff, even on the security for Get Transcript, is how 
hard do you make it for a criminal to get through, at the same time 
you’re trying not to make it hard for a legitimate taxpayer to get 
through. 

Senator AYOTTE. So what do you think we can do more of in 
terms of taking steps to reduce the number of false positives—— 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Well, with Get Transcript, for instance, when it 
happened, my sense was this is a critical issue for us because going 
forward, as Mr. Walker said, our goal is to be able to have tax-
payers have an account with us electronically, digitally, where they 
can, in fact, access their information. Their preparer can access 
their account. They can make corrections directly on their return. 
They don’t have to file a paper return. But to do that, the authen-
tication—that the right taxpayer is accessing the account—is crit-
ical, obviously. 

So when we’re looking at Get Transcript, we’re not looking at it 
as how do we secure that application alone. We’re looking at it to 
your question, how do we secure information about taxpayers to 
know that they are the right taxpayer, how do we know that the 
preparer is the right preparer. So we’re spending a lot of time. I 
told a lot of people that I would rather put Get Transcript back up 
later, with more confidence that we’ve solved the problem, than 
rushing to get it up. 

One of the things we’re looking at, for instance, is that we have 
to make it go from wholesale to retail. That is, we’re going to make 
limitations that if you want to get a transcript, only one transcript 
will be given to an IP address or a computer, and probably only one 
a day. So if you want to go and come back and get it again, you 
can’t get it again in an hour. You can’t get another transcript. You 
have to come back the next day. It’s a little less convenient for pre-
parers and taxpayers, but it’s a security level. 

We’re thinking about, and we’re investigating whether we could 
have you pay $2 for the transcript using your credit card, because 
the credit card verification would be another authentication. In a 
lot of cases in terms of verification, and one of the reasons we have 
this partnership for the first time with the private sector, is a lot 
of taxpayers have their identity verified on their own. A lot of tax-
payers allow their preparers to take their W–2 information directly 
from the company. If a taxpayer can do that with their preparer, 
we and the preparer have a pretty good idea that that’s a legiti-
mate taxpayer. If we can pool as many taxpayers as we can in the 
legitimate pool, we’ll then have a smaller number that we can take 
a harder look at, and that’s what we’re hoping to do with the state 
tax authorities as well as the private sector. 

But ultimately the bottom line is, as I say, we’re dealing with or-
ganized criminal syndicates around the world. We will never be 
able to guarantee you that nobody is ever going to get through. 
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We’ll never be able to stop. We’re going to always have to be agile 
and quick and always testing the system and trying to keep ahead 
of, if not up with, the criminals. 

Senator AYOTTE. So I want to make sure I get any thoughts from 
Mr. George or Mr. Lee on this. But can I just add my two cents 
to this idea of giving $2 for a transcript on your credit card? With 
everything happening and the number of breaches that have hap-
pened in the Federal Government with OPM and everything else, 
I think people are going to be quite hesitant to want to give their 
credit card. So I hope we’ll look at other ways that we can address 
this. That’s just my two cents in hearing it. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. But that’s a good two cents. We wouldn’t keep the 
numbers, and it’s a great way to verify who you are. 

Senator AYOTTE. I think at the moment there are a lot of issues 
even on the other front, not only what’s happened with the Get 
Transcript but thinking about the OPM and the massive amount 
of information that we’re dealing with on the theft there. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. One thing we should remember, there’s a big dif-
ference between what happened at OPM or Target or JPMorgan 
Chase and Get Transcript. Get Transcript is identity theft. Crimi-
nals had the information. OPM, Target, and the rest, Anthem, are 
all cyber breaches. 

We’re under attack, give or take a little, a million times a week. 
Our system is under attack, over 50 million attacks a year on cyber 
security. So it’s a critical issue. It’s just a different issue than what 
we’re dealing with in identity theft. 

Senator AYOTTE. I didn’t know if either of you had a comment 
on the prevention piece and where we should be. 

Mr. LEE. I just had a comment on the $2 charge. I mean, I’m 
very comfortable using online services, and I’d be fine with that $2 
charge. But I believe, as the Senator mentioned, a lot of Americans 
would just be distrusting of the IRS in order to—— 

Senator AYOTTE. We’re giving you a lot of information to start 
with, right? And a lot of dollars. 

Mr. LEE. A lot of taxpayers don’t have credit cards. 
Senator AYOTTE. That’s a good point. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. We’ve thought about that, the ones who are 

unbanked or don’t have credit cards, and we would be able to pro-
vide them a transcript. You go online and we mail it to you. But 
most people, when they’re trying to get a mortgage or trying to get 
student loans, wait until the last minute, and then they need it im-
mediately. But the point is well taken. As I say, financial institu-
tions can decide some of their customers don’t produce enough 
money and they can leave them aside. We don’t have that luxury. 

Senator AYOTTE. We can’t leave anyone aside. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. We have 150 million taxpayers. Even if only 3 or 

4 percent of them don’t like the Internet, don’t have access to it, 
never want to use it—my mother-in-law is that way—3 to 4 percent 
is 6 million people, and we need to be able to provide them appro-
priate levels of service no matter what else we do. So as we go for-
ward in a digital economy, we’re not going to leave those people be-
hind. 
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Senator AYOTTE. So I want to make sure—I think prevention, 
anything we can do to, obviously, improve technology, and we’re 
headed at least in a direction—— 

Mr. LEE. I’ve got some thoughts on prevention, and this is prob-
ably outside the scope of what my boss would be comfortable for 
me to testify about. 

Senator AYOTTE. That’s why—he’s not here, right? 
Mr. LEE. Okay. I’d like to just make a comment. We talked about 

moving up the deadline for information reporting so the IRS can 
verify that information. But I think we also need to talk about 
moving back the filing season and the issuance of refunds. So in-
stead of taxpayers expecting to get refunds in January or February, 
I think we need to talk about having them wait until the summer 
so the IRS has a chance to look at the information that it collects 
in March. 

Senator AYOTTE. This one won’t be popular. 
Mr. LEE. It won’t be popular, but I think that’s something we 

need to have a conversation about, but I don’t want to bring it to 
the table. You can foot that idea. 

Senator AYOTTE. I think the challenge there is that when it’s 
thousands of dollars for some families, that six months could be 
something that they’ve planned, it could be something that’s really 
important to them. 

I had a constituent who their family went through difficulties, 
they were the victims of identity theft, and like your office does, 
trying to work with them to get their refund sooner because they 
thought they were going to lose their mortgage because they just 
happened to go through a bump on some other things that were 
happening and that was so critical, and if they had to wait. I think 
that’s one of the challenges that identity theft victims are dealing 
with because for some people, depending on what’s happening in 
their lives, it’s a lot of money and makes a big difference. 

Mr. LEE. Right, it’s a big percentage of their annual income 
that—— 

Senator AYOTTE. That’s being held. It’s their money. Exactly. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. So again, the tradeoff is that you’re trying to pro-

tect everyone, because if we could have no one be a victim of iden-
tity theft, that would obviously be terrific. So it’s, again, a tradeoff. 
There may be some inconvenience along the way to, in fact, try to 
increase the protection. So before Mr. Lee gets dismissed for his 
idea, people will build their lives around when they get their re-
fund. If in one year everybody moved from January/February to, 
say, March or April, not June, then they’d count on their refunds 
in March or April, and we’ve begun to look at it and say what 
would that do? Would that make a significant difference in our 
ability to protect everybody? 

There is no idea that is not under consideration, and that’s why 
these partnerships are wonderful, because we’re open to ideas from 
other people as well, because there isn’t a single silver bullet. The 
partnership, we hope, with preparers and state tax agencies will 
give us coordinated layers that criminals have to work through. 
But it will take everybody’s best thoughts for us to continue to 
make progress. 
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Senator AYOTTE. And I really appreciate all the patience and 
these questions. I want to make sure I follow up on all the issues 
that have been raised. One of them was this issue that those who 
have been victims of identity theft, many of them can get the IP 
PIN number to make sure when they re-file that they don’t become 
re-victimized. I heard that there was a big gap, I believe 530,000 
taxpayers not provided these IP PINs that may be eligible for it 
that may need them. So how is this program working? Why aren’t 
some taxpayers being given access to it? 

One couple asked me on the way in here today if they’ve been 
a victim of identity theft and they file the next year with the IP 
PIN program, is this something they’re going to be continuing and 
able to do? 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. 
Senator AYOTTE. So it’s not one year but they have that protec-

tion if they want to have it going forward. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes. A lot of good questions in there. The IG has 

been very helpful to us over the years in reviewing and giving us 
suggestions, and we’ve adopted most of those, implemented most of 
their suggestions in this entire area. 

On the issue of IP PINs, the issue really was not so much people 
who had actually been victims but people whose records had been 
flagged. 

Senator AYOTTE. So it would be victims or potential victims. 
Mr. KOSKINEN. People where there was suspicious activity in 

their account. There were 1,700,000 of those. So this year for the 
first time, we took that recommendation and sent out 1.5 million 
IP PINs to known victims. We offered another 1.7 million Ameri-
cans IP PINs where their accounts had been flagged. They hadn’t 
necessarily been victims but it was clear there was an issue. 

Similarly with Get Transcript, we offered everyone where there 
was any access to their transcript an IP PIN. Now, your point 
about it, we’re considering right now that once you have an IP PIN, 
it’s yours and you should actually use it every year, and each year 
we send you a new one. We’re now looking at, well, could we give 
them to you for three years so every year you don’t have to worry 
about if I move, does my IP PIN follow. But if you’ve signed up for 
it, or you have to use the IP PIN, and it goes for a while. 

The other thing we’re looking at is after a number of years, and 
we know because we track, that even after we’ve stopped a return, 
the next year the fraudsters come back in a reasonable percentage 
of cases. So the IP PIN protection is very important. 

Senator AYOTTE. Right, because once you’ve been victimized 
once—I have to say, my uncle was a victim of tax-related fraud too, 
and he wasn’t just victimized once. It was twice. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. Yes, because what happens is—and especially 
when we’ve stopped them, you’d think, well, why would they file 
again? But it’s not as if there’s a single person out there. This data 
is out there and available to people, and it’s being sold. 

Senator AYOTTE. Yes, it’s a criminal network using your data be-
cause it’s out in this—— 

Mr. KOSKINEN. So it may be a new network that buys a whole 
pool of Social Security numbers from other crooks, and they don’t 
know—nobody is telling them this is a good Social Security num-
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ber. They’re just selling them—here’s a thousand. So the IP PIN— 
we encourage people to use it. 

We have a pilot program we’ve run for two years in Florida, 
Georgia, and the District of Columbia, which are the hotbeds of 
SIRF, offering everyone in those states the opportunity to—— 

Senator AYOTTE. I’m starting to feel New Hampshire is a hotbed, 
unfortunately. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. You ought to go to Florida. 
So we’re running pilots. The reason we’re running these pilots is 

to see what the uptake is, what the cost is, what the burden is, be-
cause it is a way, in effect, of changing your identifier from your 
Social Security number to a number that only you and we have. 

Senator AYOTTE. Right. And I know Mr. George wanted to jump 
in. 

Mr. GEORGE. Just to make this point about something perverse 
with all of this. And that is, again, if you don’t have a filing obliga-
tion, and if the bad guy does assume your identity, believe it or 
not, the IRS communicates with the bad guy using the address the 
bad guy provides. So the senior citizen or somebody who otherwise 
doesn’t have a filing obligation is just completely unaware that all 
of this is happening. And I don’t fault the IRS necessarily here, but 
they have a very difficult job, Senator. As the Commissioner point-
ed out, they have to keep up with these very smart, overseas many 
of them, bad guys who are constantly thinking of new ways to ma-
nipulate the system, and it’s a very difficult task. 

Senator AYOTTE. This issue of the pilot, you notified 25,000 tax-
payers when you learned that their Social Security number may 
have been misused. Is this something that you plan to implement 
with everyone? That’s been a piece of our legislation, that if the 
IRS knows that your Social Security number may have been mis-
used. Often I’m hearing from taxpayers that they’re finding it out 
when something happens to trigger it, whether they’re filing their 
tax return or some other action. Maybe it’s a credit issue or some-
thing. It’s pretty valuable information, I think, for people to know 
as soon as possible to protect themselves. 

So what’s your thought on that? 
Mr. KOSKINEN. As I say, this year, for anybody whose account 

has been flagged but is not necessarily a victim of identity theft, 
that 1.7 million we’ve written to and said that there’s an indication 
of fraud, you can get an IP PIN if you would like one. 

Similarly, the purpose of this pilot is to, in fact, see what the 
burden is, what the take-up rate is, because as a general matter 
the risk for a taxpayer is not—I mean, it’s a risk and an aggrava-
tion when you’re an identity theft fraud victim, but they’re not get-
ting any more information from us about you. The risk is that they 
already have that information. So what we’re trying to figure out 
is how do we let you know that even if you’re not a victim of iden-
tity theft, you need to know that information is out there and being 
used by criminals. If you’re not a victim of identity fraud, and even 
if you are, it doesn’t affect your relationship. We’ll work it out. The 
risk is it’s being used also for other issues. 

Senator AYOTTE. Oh, it puts people at risk. So I would hope 
that—— 
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Mr. KOSKINEN. Our goal is to do whatever we can, and the pilot 
will do that, to try to help people, even though it won’t be in rela-
tion to us. But we just feel it’s important for them to know that 
we have an indication that your data is out there being used by 
criminals. 

Mr. LEE. My understanding is that this recommendation was 
raised at the executive steering committee level this summer, so 
we’re hopeful that the IRS will expand the program for all tax-
payers, not just the 25,000. 

Senator AYOTTE. Good. I hope so, too. And if not, we have legisla-
tion that would make sure that—we want people to know so that 
they can protect themselves. 

You’ve had the opportunity to hear from Ms. Weeks and also Mr. 
Walker, and I can assure you that they’re representative of many 
people who are in this room and what they’ve gone through, but 
many people who can’t be here today with this issue. It is my hope 
that the issue of getting the fraudulent return so the taxpayer can 
understand what’s been used, that that will be resolved as soon as 
possible. You gave me a date of October, and we’ll be following up 
on that. 

Mr. KOSKINEN. We’ll be talking. 
Senator AYOTTE. We’ll be talking on that. I heard, Commissioner, 

that you want to get to an issue where the taxpayer is not getting 
the run-around and having to deal with multiple people if they’re 
a victim of identity theft, and this seems to me a critical issue that 
we’ve got to do much better on so that people aren’t getting re-vic-
timized after they’ve gone through having their personal informa-
tion stolen. 

And finally, I hope that any time the IRS knows that someone’s 
information is being misused, that they will notify them and that 
will be something that is adopted for all taxpayers. 

There are a number of other issues that were raised here, and 
I think Mr. Walker has an invitation there to allow the profes-
sional community to help solve this problem too, to allow them to 
have access to the taxpayer information for their clients in appro-
priate ways to be able to solve this. 

So there were a number of issues that were raised today. 
I want to thank all of you for being here. I especially want to 

thank again Ms. Weeks and Mr. Walker. I plan to continue, obvi-
ously, working on this issue. I feel quite passionate about it, and 
we can do a lot better for taxpayers on every front, on prevention, 
and also how they are treated if, unfortunately, they become a vic-
tim of identity theft. This is a very critical issue. 

As you pointed out, Commissioner, we are facing a number of 
cyber-attacks that make this continue to be criminal networks who 
are misusing people’s information, and I think we need to do every-
thing we can on the law enforcement end to go after them as well. 

So with that, I’m going to conclude this hearing. I may leave the 
record open for some additional written follow-up questions, and I 
appreciate your traveling to New Hampshire today for this hearing. 

Before we end, I just want to very much thank the Budget Com-
mittee staff who have come here, Adam Kamp and Katie Smith 
and my own staff member, Marne Marotta. I would also say if my 
staff who are here, Anne Warburton and Jane Hirsch, they work 
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on these cases on behalf of my constituents, and anyone who would 
like some help from our office, I do have my representatives here 
today and we would very much like to help you if you are a victim 
of identity theft to try, to cut through some of the rigmarole that 
we’ve talked about today. 

So, thank you all. 
[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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